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ABSTRACT
This dissertation summarizes all research findings pertaining to 2017-2018
Archaeological Excavations at Camden Farm, Virginia. The goal of the project was to
seek out a previously unexcavated Indigenous house site within the property’s “PostContact” (i.e.,1646 - ~1720 A.D.) Rappahannock Indian village in order to analyze
structural morphology and the suite of artifact assemblages relating to domestic
production, consumption, and exchange practices. Findings were compared to a
previously excavated house site from the same village, in addition to similar domestic
contexts dating between the “Late Woodland II” and “Contact” (A.D. 1200-1650) periods
from the Virginia’s James River valley. The results of this comparison suggest that
“Post-Contact” Rappahannock households re-negotiated fundamental politicaleconomic relationships that defined elite and commoner class roles for the centuries.
Moreover, archaeological evidence suggests that these re-negotiations appear to reflect
mediation between long-term historical trajectories of the Rappahannock community
and short-term life choices aimed at navigating Virginia’s 17th century colonial
landscape. All of these historical developments would not have been possible if not for
the work on one key, often-overlooked demographic group: Indigenous women.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
On September 22, 1686 A.D. French Huguenot Durand de Dauphine (1934:151154; Strickland et al. 2016:47-48) arrived at the Virginia colony in search of a
new life. He fled his homeland of France fearing religious persecution and hoped,
like many of his Protestant countrymen at the time, sanctuary existed somewhere
amongst England’s American colonies (Dauphine 1934:7-8). Although not his
ultimate choice for a new home, Dauphine quickly became enraptured with the
Virginia landscape both for its agricultural potential and the perceived lack of
hardworking, entrepreneurial individuals like himself to amass new fortunes
(Dauphine 1934:113). During the winter months following his arrival, Dauphine
found himself touring the Rappahannock River with one his hosts, English
justice, burgess, and council-member Ralph Wormeley Jr. These expeditions,
mostly a survey of Wormeley’s land holdings, eventually brought Dauphine to an
Indigenous village located in the Nanzatico/Portobago Bay region of the river.
Luckily, Dauphine recorded his observations during the visit, paying special
attention to the local environment, Native fashion, domestic life, and the physical
materials residents utilized to carry out daily tasks (Dauphine 1934:152-153).
Dauphine was awe-struck with what he encountered. The village consisted of “six
houses” sharing a common agricultural field that produced Indigenous staples –
maize, beans, and squash. The house structures were “rather pretty” (Dauphine
1934:152), with walls and roofs ornamented with trees and secured by “deer
thongs.” In terms of structural integrity, Dauphine wrote that “neither rain nor
wind” causes the villagers any trouble once inside their homes. “Wild
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grapevines” and peach trees littered the landscape where agriculture was
absent. According to an Indigenous informant (Dauphine 1934:152), so many
peach trees existed on the land that, once the fruit on the trees became ripe, wild
hogs gathered to them in droves and offered the Indigenous families a bountiful
hunting season.
Dauphine described the physical appearance of the Indigenous
inhabitants he encountered as “darker than the Egyptians” one encountered in
Europe during the late 17th century. Women and men both exhibited unique
brandings on their faces in the shape of “snail-shells” into which they added a
powdered substance, more than likely puccoon (Lithospemum canescens;
Dauphine 1934:152). Indigenous women residing within the Nanzatico/Portobago
village wore deer skins to cover themselves, switching between the fur-lined and
smooth-skinned side of the garment depending on the season (Dauphine
1934:152). Indigenous men adorned themselves in what Dauphine described as
“shabby shirt[s]” of blue or white linen (Dauphine 1934:153). Children, unlike
adults, were almost always entirely naked.
Daily life at the Nanzatico/Portobago village appeared to operate using
communally understood divisions of labor. Dauphine took note that village men
appeared to be responsible for daily hunting and fishing needs while Indigenous
women served the village as farmers and potters (Dauphine 1934:153). 1 Among
the various ceramics Indigenous women made, “pots, earthen vases & smoking

Dauphine (1934:152-153) provides no clear indication of any other daily-life activities women or men may have
been responsible for at the Nanzatico/Portobago Bay Village. Further discussion of what these activities could have
been, if present, can be found in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4.
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pipes” were most common (Dauphine 1934:153). Dauphine noted that ceramics
made by village women were not always for personal household use; European
colonists at the time were known to have commonly purchased Indigenous-made
pottery in exchange for “Indian corn” (i.e., maize) or tobacco (Dauphine
1934:153).
Dauphine’s final writings on his visit to the Nanzatico/Portobago village
provide a brief glimpse into the community’s spiritual belief system. Dauphine
(1934:153) wrote that the residents had “some knowledge, but a very imperfect
one, of the true God,” as the author of the world and of life itself. Indigenous
residents believed, unlike Christians, that “God” never concerned himself with the
humanity, or daily life for that matter. Instead, God created spirits, or what
Dauphine (1934:153) described as “demons,” to manage worldly affairs.
Dauphine makes no mention of ever witnessing an Indigenous marriage
ceremony during his time at the Nanzatico/Portobago village, but he nonetheless
provides a concise synopsis of what it entailed circa late 1600s A.D. As
Dauphine writes:
They have no other marriage ceremony than to have
the village assemble & the young man, after choosing
her he wishes for his wife, gives her a hind or hart
foot, while she offers him an ear of Indian corn,
signifying that the husband will provide the house with
meat & the wife with corn. (Dauphine 1934:153-154)
According to the Oxford English Dictionary (OED; 2020[1898]), a “hind” refers to
a female red deer in or after its third year; a “hart” refers to a male red deer after
its fifth year in age (i.e., a stag). Such distinctions are likely not simple
coincidence. According to T.H. Clutton-Brock et al. (2002), a “hind” is a female
3

deer that has entered in the early years of sexual maturity and has completed
long-bone growth. Likewise, a “hart” is a male red deer that has reached the
point in sexual maturity that he begins to amass a harem of females to breed
with and defend. In light of these facts, the exchange of either deer foot for
Indian corn, a symbolic representation of daily women’s work, possibly reflected
a public declaration of both parties reaching adulthood, obtaining the
knowledge, and understanding of their particular gender roles, and formally
entering into the next stage in their social lives as a new productive household
of the village proper.
Several decades later on November 12, 1715, Irish Huguenot John
Fontaine encountered an Indian cabin on his journey to Robert Beverley Jr.’s
home, Beverley Park, approximately 20 km. south of the Rappahannock River in
northern King and Queen County (Strickland et al. 2016:54). Fontaine, the son
French Huguenots living in exile, traveled to Virginia in hopes of expanding his
family’s land holdings after their string of business successes in southern
England and Dublin. According to Fontaine (1972:85), a single family 2 occupied
the dwelling, which was constructed utilizing post-in-ground technology and
covered with various tree barks to protect residents from the rain and other harsh
weather. The house structure itself was “four square” in design consisting of
posts “seven feet in height”, all of equal length, spaced side by side; inside were
beds for each individual made using mats filled with bullrushes and a single
communal blanket for warmth during the night (Fontaine 1972:85). Besides these

2

Exact size of the co-residential was not documented by Fontaine.
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objects, Fontaine (1972:85) wrote that the family’s domestic repertoire of material
goods consisted of a single pot. Unfortunately, Fontaine did not record very many
details about the appearance, customs, or daily practices of the cabin’s
inhabitants. He only mentions the presence of “Indian women,” who were nude
except for a “girdle”-like covering over their lower body (Fontaine 1972:85).
Concise as they are, Dauphine’s and Fontaine’s travels along the
Rappahannock River stand as some of the only surviving colonial-era records of
Indigenous lifeways in the region dating to the Post-Contact period in Virginia
(i.e., late 17th-, early 18th-century; Strickland et al. 2016:54-55). This “archival
silence”, as Strickland et al. (2016:54) aptly describe it, likely reflects a conscious
effort on the part of such communities to “hide in plain sight” during the early
centuries of English and American colonial occupation. Such a tactic likely
served as a physical survival strategy aimed at maintaining the safety and
wellbeing of youth and ensuring a future for successive family generations. The
Rappahannock Tribe itself for example, often ephemeral in 17th-century colonial
records, remained relatively absent from English and American documentation
until the turn of the 20th century when the community officially incorporated in an
effort to obtain state and federal recognition as a sovereign political group
(Mooney 1907; Speck 1925; see also Wood 2008:43).
Reconstructing late 17th century Indigenous Rappahannock history thus
poses as a unique challenge for western scholars since direct historical evidence
of such information is rare. Compounding this dilemma is the fact that
extraordinarily little archaeological research pertaining to Indigenous
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Rappahannock River tribal communities exists among western information
repositories (i.e., academic publications and private/public cultural resource
reporting). To the immediate south, the Powhatan chiefdom and Chickahominy
Tribe of the York and James River Valleys have garnered most of Virginia's
ethnohistorical and archaeological attention (e.g., Axtell 1995; Gleach 1997;
Fausz 1977; Rountree 1989, 1993, 2005; Rountree and Turner III 2002;
Williamson 2008). To the north, the Patawomeck, Anacostans, and Piscataway
tribes residing along the Potomac River have attracted more recent academic
interest than their southerly neighbors (King and Flick 2019; King, Mansius, and
Strickland 2016; Potter 1993). Although no comprehensive answer explaining
these circumstances currently exists, the lack of regional-scale survey data from
the Rappahannock River Valley and the fragmentary state of Virginia's public and
private cultural resources archives are likely some of the contributing factors (see
Library of Virginia 2018; Strickland et al. 2016:14).
The Problems with “Block Time”
Moreover, I believe that there exists an additional explanation for the western
knowledge gap surrounding Indigenous Rappahannock River 17th century
history; one that western-trained professionals working in Virginia more broadly
commonly overlook. The culprit: overwhelming reliance on what archaeologists
operating in other areas of the world label as “block time” (c.f. Crellin 2020; Harris
and Cipolla 2017; Lucas 2005; Robb 2007; Robb and Harris 2013). According to
archaeologist Rachel Crellin (2020:6-7), “block time” represents the abstract way
of thinking that professionals utilize when they sub-divide human history into
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arbitrary groups, such as eras or periods, and inappropriately believe such
contemporary constructs naturally exist in the past. “Block time” understandings
of the past often perceive human history as progressive and unilineal; for
example, in the case of Virginia, the Paleoindian period precedes the Archaic
period, which in turn precedes the Woodland period. Survivalist human behaviors
(i.e., what individuals do to survive day-to-day) and technology define the
temporal boundaries of one era versus another; change rests at the transition of
two periods, suggesting it is always extreme and akin to a social revolution (see
Crellin 2020:12) 3.
As of the writing of this dissertation, “block time” perspectives of the past
continue to dominate major research publications that broadly survey Virginia’s
Indigenous pasts (c.f. Custer 1994; Dent 1995; Egloff and Woodward 2006;
Hantman and Gold 2002; Hodges and Reinhart 1991, 1992; Moore and Means
2020; Wittkofski and Reinhart 1989). To illustrate this point, consider Virginia’s
Department of Historic Resources (DHR; 2018) official descriptions of the
commonwealth’s Paleoindian (15,000 – 8,000 B.C.) and Archaic (8,000 – 1,200
B.C.) periods. According to the DHR, the Paleoindian period is characterized as
a time when broad-spear lithic points (i.e., Clovis) and megafauna remains are
common in the archaeological record (see Paleoindians, 2018). Indigenous

Rachel Crellin proposes a unique approach to dealing with “block time” models of the post that synthesizes
theoretical discourses surrounding “assemblage theory” (c.f., DeLanda 2006, 2016; Deleuze and Guittari 2014) and
“vibrant matter” (see Bennett 2010). Concisely summarized, “vibrant assemblage theory” focuses on the analyses
of social relations beyond those between just humans; according to Crellin social relations between humanity and
the environment and the inanimate world are equally as important. These relations exert what Crellin calls “thing
power,” or the ability to produce and effect on the world. Studying world history as a culmination of organic and
inorganic agents exhibiting “thing power” lies at the heart of Crellin’s intellectual framework.

3
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peoples, the first ever humans to arrive in the Americas, are described as
members of the “Clovis culture.” People belonging to his particular community
were thought to have lived as seasonally mobile hunter-gatherers that organized
themselves into “bands,” or extended families.
Virginia’s DHR treats the commonwealth’s subsequent Archaic period
slightly different (see Early Archaic, Middle Archaic, and Late Archaic, 2018). The
state agency divides this particular era into three sub-periods: Early Archaic
(8,000 – 6,000 B.C.), Middle Archaic (6,000 – 2,500 B.C.), and Late Archaic
(2,500 – 1,200 B.C.). During the Early Archaic lithic tool variety expanded with
the introduction of knives, scrapers, gravers, drills, and side/corner-notched
spear points. Archaeological deposits dating to the Middle Archaic saw further
expansions in stone tool technologies, with the novel first appearances of atlatls,
mortars and pestles, and axes. Such technologies, according to the DHR,
suggest an increasing reliance on botanical resources. By the end of the Archaic
period, stone bowls, significant deposits of oyster shells, and early agricultural
domesticates appear within the archaeological record. The DHR interprets these
findings as evidence of increasing sedentism and the “evolution” of Indigenous
social organization into “hamlet” communities. Moreover, these “hamlets” are
thought to be the progenitors of future tribal groups encountered by 16th and 17th
century European colonists.
Pithy as they are, the preceding summaries represent the official (i.e.,
state-recognized) understanding of early Indigenous Virginian history before the
17th century. By reducing the past to historical narratives focused exclusively on
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technological evolution, early Virginians appear to operate purely on functional
terms with survival acting as the sole motivator for human action. While not made
explicit, such presumptions reveal an intellectual affinity for Leslie White’s (1959)
ideas of social evolution, or the belief that all humans, regardless of space and
time, evolve along the same cultural trajectory. Furthermore, White’s theory of
social evolution posits that technology is the primary, and often times sole driver
of such advancements since culture is an adaptive response to the natural world
(see Knight and Smith 2020). These ideas undeniably entered into Virginia’s
archaeological discourse through the work of Lewis Binford (1962; see also
Trigger 2006:394). Binford was a student of White’s during the latter’s tenure as
a professor at the University of Michigan; it was during this time that Binford
(1964) produced his doctoral dissertation studying Indigenous archaeology along
Virginia’s Nottoway River. Such close ties to the region likely made the adoption
of White’s theories simple for Binford’s Virginian contemporaries, many of whom
joined him as part of the New Archaeology paradigm in later decades (c.f.,
Dunnell 1978; Fausz 1987; Gardner 1982; Harrington 1978; Schiffer 1972; South
1978; Willey 1977).
The “block time” perspective of Indigenous history that dominates Virginia
archaeological research has been and continues to be challenged elsewhere
across the globe. Scholars working collaboratively with Native American
communities outside Virginia, such as Atalay (2006, 2012), Lightfoot (1995),
Lightfoot et al. (1998), Nicholas et al. (2011), Silliman (2001), and Wylie (2014,
2019), have demonstrated both the limitations of such views for research and
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their potential complicity in maintaining colonial ideologies institutions, and
political-economic inequalities. By essentializing millennia of human history in
terms of technological evolution of one or two objects and/or survivalist human
behaviors, critics of the functional perspective argue that researchers often fail to
find or conceive of alternative, more nuanced lines of archaeological evidence
that either compliment or better reflect the Indigenous lived experiences of fargone historical eras. For example, Silliman’s (2001) study of Eastern Pequot
cultural practices and memory demonstrates that reliance on essentialized
understandings of large swaths of time did more than present local Indigenous
history in convenient “block time” summaries. These mindsets also had the
alternative effect of reinforcing prevailing colonial discourses that EuroAmericans utilized to disconnect descendent Indigenous communities from their
ancestors and ancestral lands (Silliman 2009:212, 226-227)). Silliman (2009:216)
argues that through collaborative engagement and dialogue with living social
memories among communities like the Eastern Pequot archaeologists can
discover alternative theories or potential lines research, like oral traditions and
histories, that can illuminate a more complex past where Indigenous peoples not
only existed as functional beings concerned with daily survival, but also as
manufacturers of enduring symbolic landscapes.
It should come as no surprise that intellectual tension exists between
Virginia’s functionally minded archaeological community 4 and scholars operating
elsewhere in the world in similar historical contexts. Given that Virginia
For additional examples of functional-based archaeological studies in Virginia see Barber 2020; Boyd Jr. et al.
2004; Clark et al. 2005; Egloff and Woodward 2006; McAvoy and McAvoy 2003; Rick and Waselkov 2015.
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professionals continue to overwhelmingly rely on technological and functional
aspects of Indigenous history to identify and explain past social change, I believe
the regionally popular “block time” perspective of the past is beginning to reach
the limits of its intellectual usefulness. This proposition leads me to ask the first
research question of this dissertation: Have archaeologists, or other social
scientists more broadly, working outside Virginia identified alternative
perspectives of viewing the past that attempt to move beyond “block time”
notions of history and social change? The answer to this question is yes; and one
solution involves a radical shift in attention away from “block time” outright in
favor of a focus on historical transitions (see Oland et al. 2012).
History based on Historical Transitions
This revelation provides a perfect introduction to this dissertation’s second
introductory research question: What exactly is a historical transition? By and
large archaeologists operating during the 20th and early 21st centuries relied on
colloquial definitions of the term “transition” that described it as a point in time
when human technologies and behaviors fail to fit the normative characteristics
of preceding culture phases, or other “bock time”-like categories (c.f., Dincauze
2000; Hart et al. 2012:3). However, by 2010 definitions like these came under
intense scrutiny as scholars around the world increasingly engaged with the
critical, self-reflexive turn in professional practice spurred by postcolonial
scholarship (c.f., Gosden 2012; Liebman 2008’ Lydon and Rizvi 2016). Besides
maintaining a strict adherence to the problematic “block time” view on history,
archaeologists like Rachel Crellin (2020) argue that traditional western definitions
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of historical transitions often fail to adequately address how societies changed
under circumstances where technological and behavioral change were not
radically altered. In many instances, such issues became readily apparent in
“protohistoric 5, contact 6, and post-contact” 7 archaeological and archival contexts.
Scholars, like Gavin Lucas (2005), found that previous research and professional
discussions surrounding these temporal eras that predated the postcolonial
paradigm shift often contained racist and ethnocentric suppositions of Indigenous
pasts. Examples of such problematic assumptions include theories of
acculturation (see Quimby and Spoehr 1951) and extinction (see Rubertone
2000:429, 436). Both ideas forwarded the notion that Native Americans, or their
culture, no longer survived into the present day due to the full-scale adoption of
western ideas and practices and/or past genocidal events that decimated tribal
populations. According to Stephen Silliman (2012:114-115), theories such as
Native acculturation and extinction were dangerous on two fronts. On one hand,
they mislead the public into believing that entire living communities somehow did
not exist or lacked any connection to their ancestors 8. On the other hand,
acculturation and extinction theories often fomented research bias and limited the
ability for archaeologists to approach Indigenous pasts on their own terms

Incipient contacts/interactions between Indigenous Peoples and Europeans (mostly non-settlers; Curry 2018)
Beginnings of sustained interactions between Indigenous Peoples and Europeans (first generation settlercolonists; Lightfoot 1995)
7
Normalization of political and economic relations between Indigenous Peoples and Europeans (second and/or
third generation settler-colonists; Rogers and Wilson 1993)
8
An issue that is still being addressed today; for further reading see Castanha 2011; Deloria 1969; Deloria Jr. 1991,
1997; Deloria Jr. and WIldcat 2001; Dunbar-Ortiz and Gilio-Whitaker 2016.
5
6
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(Rubertone 2000; Silliman 2005; Wilcox 2009; for examples of bias see Hester
1961; Keur 1941; Kilmarx 1986; McEwan and Mitchem 1985).
Archaeologists explicitly cognizant of these troubling histories, like Hart et
al. (2012), argue in favor of a complete re-imagining of historical transitions; they
propose a perspective that is more wholistic and less dominated by technological
and survivalist lines of evidence. Moreover, Hart et al. (2012:3) are careful to
note that this newly emerging perspective should be an exercise in heuristic
historical reconstruction, one that adapts to new information instead of forcing
such findings into previously established models of the past. As the scholars
explain, historical transitions should be conceived as a “event horizons.” “Event
horizons” are “critical historical contingencies;” they reflect periods in which a
community’s long-term historical trajectories and short-term social circumstances
resonate with each other in such a way that they lead to social re-organization.
To illustrate this point, consider Timothy Pauketat’s (2013) recent thesis
on Indigenous cosmology in North America. In his study, Pauketat (2013:34-36;
following Latour 2005:194) provides an insightful breakdown of how this process
operates in the observable world through the “bundle” metaphor. According to
Pauketat (2013:36), a “bundle” is an abstract modeling of human agents as an
entangled network of experiences and relationships that operate in what he calls
“potentialities” within a sea of relational fields (i.e., social and environmental
contexts). When individuals operate within a social arena they do so by “citation”;
or the process of referencing history in everyday living to either reiterate or reimagine how one navigates the present. “Citations” transform into translations
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when agents attempt to communicate themselves to other in a meaningful way to
enact a response. The degree to which an individual “bundle” successfully
mediates these interactions, that is to say call upon socially recognizable ways of
ontologically connecting to people, places, and things, is reflective of its relative
social “agency” (Pauketat 2013:39). If individual or collective agency resonate in
such a way favoring re-imagination of society, an “event horizon” – or historical
transition – is likely soon to follow.
Pauketat’s theorization of “event horizons” reveals two key factors that are
integral to understanding and interpreting past historical transitions. The first of
these pertains to archaeological conceptions of time, or “chronology” (Lucas
2005). According to Gavin Lucas (2005:3), “chronology” refers to the science of
computing dates. Furthermore, “chronology” encompasses two perspectives on
time; an “absolute” one that is independent of context/data and a “relative” one
that is wholly reliant on it/them. Examples of methodologies reliant on “absolute
chronology” include radiocarbon and dendrochronology dating techniques;
conversely, “relative” methodologies include stratigraphy, seriation, typology, and
what Crellin would identify as the creation of a “block time” models of the past. In
both instances, and even more so in the case of “absolute” techniques,
chronology envisions time as a uniform and linear phenomenon (Lucas 2005:10).
Archaeologists that uncritically accept the premise that time is both
uniform and linear are susceptible to reproducing a common entrapment of
western European colonial ideology: “evolutionism” (Lucas 2005:13).
“Evolutionism” refers to the belief that, like time, human civilization and culture
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historically develop in a singular way across the world. Explanations that adopt
“evolutionism” thinking of the past are “totalizing” (Lucas 2005:13; cites Thomas
1994) and thus reject the existence of alternative versions of the past. Moreover,
movement along history’s singular arc carries with itself inherent ideological
connotations of either progress (positive outcomes) or regression (negative
outcomes). If a community expands in size and technological capacity, they
metaphorically advance to a new state of existence that is closer to the unspoken
apex – western Europe civilization. If such a community were to experience
hardships leading to decreases in population or technological sophistication, they
are believed to have become less complex and thus more “barbaric” or “savage”
(Lucas 2005:10).
Lucas (2005:14; following Althusser 1969) argues archaeologists must
take great caution in avoiding chronology’s tendency of “totalization” by adopting
a perspective on time that is explicitly non-monolithic. Instead of searching for a
single, universal narrative of history scholars instead should invest time exploring
the possible existence of alternative temporalities that challenge, disrupt, or
make inconvenient any “evolutionism”-based narratives of the past. One simple
way of achieving this goal, according to Lucas (2005:15-19), is not by
abandoning chronology outright, but rather by adopting a conception of time that
sees it as the tension between continuity and change.
Scholars at the vanguard of supplanting “evolutionism” perspectives of
time with those more attentive to continuity and change often point to the writings
of Fernand Braudel (1972, 1980) and the Annales school as intellectual
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inspiration for their endeavors (for examples see Bailey 2007; Harding 2006;
Pauketat 2001). Both Braudel and his colleagues of the Annales school
approached the study of time in ways that were critical of traditional
historiography that defined the past as a simple sequence of events (Bloch 1954;
Lucas 2005:15). Rather than treating continuity as the social norm and change
as a vehicle of evolution in the past, the Annales school forwarded the idea that
time was a product of the two social processes interacting. According to Braudel
(1980), these interactions take place at three scales in human history: the long
term, or longue duree; the medium term; and the short term, or what some
archaeologists call the short puree (Silliman 2012). Furthermore, each scale is
intertwined and affects the historical course of all others (Lucas 2005:15-16).
Slow-moving environmental changes (i.e., long-term) can influence human
settlement strategies (i.e., medium-term) and, through weather (i.e., short-term),
daily food procurement activities. Inversely, overreliance on cooperative daily
subsistence practices can, over time, lead to changes in how communities
organize themselves as notions of families and kin groups expand. This in turn
could lead to the overexploitation of a particular resource, thus instigating a new,
but slow-moving, environmental response to adapt to human activities.
In The Archaeology of Time, Lucas (2005:16-18) argues that professionals
adopting the Annales school’s model of history often did so with a perspective
emphasizing non-linear models of social change. According to the author:
Such models argue that seeing social systems purely
as static entities makes it very hard to explain change,
especially sudden change and, instead, they argue
that over the long-term, what characterizes such
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systems is not so much continuity as discontinuity –
instability rather than equilibrium (Lucas 2005:16).
Lucas explores Charles Cobb’s (1991) study of Midwestern Indigenous history to
further illustrate what he means by “non-linear” ideas of change. In this report
Cobb identified what he believed to by two political-economic process operating
within the region between 3000 B.C. and 1400 A.D. The first appeared to be
long-term in nature – a process whereby reliance on horticulture and agriculture
expanded, social inequality increased, and ritual depositions occurred in
increasing frequencies. The second pattern was shorter by comparison; during
the region’s Late Archaic, Middle Woodland-Hopewell, and Mississippi periods
long-distance trade was carried out regularly until the interstitial years between
each, as Crellin (2020a:6-7) would say, “block time.” Cobb inferred that abrupt
absences and reappearances of particular foreign goods among Midwestern
Indigenous settlements over the course of four millennia operated at a different,
more cyclical rate than other societal shifts in political-economic institutions,
which appeared to develop in a more sequential and linear fashion.
The simultaneous existence of two historical processes operating at two
distinctly different time scales left Cobb with the impression that “evolutionism”
ideas of history failed to accurately capture or explain past human experiences in
the American Midwestern past (Lucas 2005:16). Cobb, as well as other
colleagues working elsewhere with non-linear perspectives of time (e.g.,
Friedman 1982; Pluciennik 1999; Preucel 2008; Renfrew and Cooke 1979), felt
that archaeologists many times failed to understand the significance of change in
past human societies. Rather than treating change as an intrusion onto society’s
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homeostasis and thus abnormal, archaeologists should view change as a norm
of society. Following in that logic fundamentally reconfigures archaeology into
more holistic social science that envisions change in ways like the Annales
school defines time: part of normal life, consciously and subconsciously, and
intertwined with any number of geographic and social scales of interaction
between environments and humans. Such intellectual open mindedness aligns
well with postcolonial theory’s concerns of promoting subaltern voices, those that
are divergent from the west’s monolithic conception of the past, and also
challenging the validity of “evolutionism” perspectives in Indigenous archaeology.
Retuning back to Pauketat’s theorization of “event horizons,” the second
key factor that is integral to understanding and interpreting past historical
transitions appears to center around human activities, or “practices”. The
intellectual progenitor for most, if not all, contemporary social science- and
humanities-based analyses of human practice is the French sociologist Pierre
Bourdieu (1990[1980], 2011[1977]). In concise terms, Bourdieu’s theory of
practice attempts to establish an interpretive framework for observing human
societies 9 and understanding the social contingency of history, cosmology, and
daily life. At the heart of his philosophy is a simple, yet profoundly complex belief:
humans, at the individual and communal scale, are best understood by the suite
of activities they engage in throughout their lives. The physical settings, potential
contributing agents, social symbolism, material means of accomplishing tasks,
and the memories surrounding them all play integral roles in the execution of

9

Both past and present.
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such tasks. The taken-for-granted ways of carrying out practices, in conjunction
with the ideological systems of understanding them, are shaped by history.
History, according to Bourdieu (2011[1977]:18), is the evolutionary product of
habitualized activities; it is informed by previous manifestations of long-standing
daily tasks as well as those that no longer remain in a society’s repertoire at a
given point in time 10.
Given the complex nature of human practice(s), Bourdieu devised a
conceptual framework that supports observation-based research of any potential
case that may arise during research, from either historic or present-day contexts.
The primary components (i.e., concepts) of the framework include field (Bourdieu
1990[1980]:67), habitus (Bourdieu 2011[1977]:72), doxa (Bourdieu
2011[1977]:164), and symbolic capital (Bourdieu 1990[1980]:120). According to
Bourdieu, fields represent the daily social arenas that individuals and groups of
agents operate and interact within:
[T]he field is […]an arbitrary social construct, an
artefact whose arbitrariness and artificiality are
underlined by everything that defines its autonomy –
explicit and specific rules, strictly delimited and extraordinary in time and space (Bourdieu 1990[1980]:67).

Time, according to Bourdieu, is what ultimately leads anthropologists and archaeologists to the meaning of
human practices both past and present. Because time does not follow a “mechanical law” (Bourdieu
2011[1977]:9), it ultimately acts as a force of social uncertainty. “Uncertainty”, according to Bourdieu, weighs on
the minds of all individuals participating in community-sanctioned activities. Notions of probability commonly and
continuously creep into the minds of participants and lead them to scrutinize their realm of dispositions that guide
decision making and actions. Uncertainty in conjunction with constant probabilistic evaluation ultimately leads to
conscious, deliberate, and subtle adjustments to how an activity is carried out that fall outside the bounds of
established, implicit guides or laws of conduct. Social acceptance or rejection of these reactions leads to
potentially innovative experiences that, over time, redefine the foundation of the initial practice itself.

10
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Fields are produced slowly and incrementally over long periods of human history.
They exist as venues of human interaction that maintain explicit “grammar, rules,
and exercises” of proper human behavior (Bourdieu 1990[1980]:67). Fields
reproduce themselves by conditioning individuals, through their unique habitus,
to act in accordance with proper codes of conduct and accept such codes of
conduct as self-evident, or as the ways “things are done.” Few individuals are
conscious of a field’s reproductive process, for as Bourdieu (1990[1980]:67)
explains, not many are “born into” or “born with” the “game” at the scale of
“referee”, or arbiter of proper conduct.
The concept of habitus serves as the foundation for understanding the
relationship between individual agents and social fields. A habitus is the suite of
skills, tendencies, and dispositions that order one’s view of the world and guide a
person’s, group’s, or institution’s actions over time (Maton 2014:50). As Bourdieu
states:
The structures constitutive of a particular type of
environment produce habitus, systems of durable,
transposable dispositions, structured structures
predisposed to function as structuring structures, that
is, as principles of the generation and structuring of
practices and representations which can be
objectively “regulated” and “regular” without in any
way being the product of obedience to
rules[…]collectively orchestrated without being the
product of the orchestrating action of a conductor.
(Bourdieu 2011[1977]:72, original emphasis)
Alternatively put, the habitus is an ever-evolving rubric of proper social conduct
and thought, it is created, reproduced, and amended daily through practices
while simultaneously influencing the form, function, and meaning of them. Each
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agent in the world carries with them and operates within their own unique,
epiphenomenal habitus. Moreover, there is no one responsible party for habitus
evolution and construction; the habitus develops situationally and contingent on
numerous factors including political and economic circumstances, physical
environment, worldview, and cosmology. Critical to note, the habitus does not in
of itself produce practices (Maton: 2014:51); rather, the relational circumstances
between individual predispositions, a particular field, and one’s unique
circumstances, or position, within a field (i.e., symbolic capital). When multiple
habitus resonate and build upon each other over time they form what Bourdieu
(2000:16) calls doxa, “a set of fundamental beliefs which does not even need to
be asserted in the form of an explicit, self-conscious dogma.” Such dogmas lie
beyond ideology (i.e., orthodoxies and heterodoxies; Deer 2014:115) and serve
as the setting for conscious struggles when fields are challenged and
transformed.
Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic capital refers to the process of: 1) defining
an individual agent’s position within a given field, and 2) identifying the core
motivational influences that ultimately lead to human generation of socially
meaningful practice(s). Symbolic capital encompasses both the material and
intangible resources within a community that are transferred and transformed
within and between different fields to denote a communally accepted notion of
wealth (Moore 2014:101-102). This interpretation of symbolic capital affirms
human behavior (via the habitus) as an integral component of economic
exchange. How the individual acts, understands, and purports themselves, in
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accordance with field codes of conduct, has as much of an equal effect on the
form and outcome of practice(s) as the economic (i.e., material) basis of such
activity(ies). Robert Moore (2014:111; see also Edgerton and Roberts 2014)
provides a concise summary of Bourdieu’s (2005[2000], 2006) universal
“characteristics” of symbolic capital (i.e. the features that distinguish it from
economic capital) as: 1) it is objectified or embodied; 2) it is acquired over time
through a systematic process of inculcation; 3) it expresses the habitus of
individual agents and the field they operate within; and 4) it provides value to an
agent to the degree that her/his/their personal habitus is, more or less, “wellformed” relative to that of others within the field.
Historically contextualizing a field within a society, the doxic order
surrounding it, the particular habitus(es) acting to encourage conformity and/or
innovation within it, and the social capital system that rewards participation in
such endeavors provides the necessary framework for understanding how
potentially mundane activities can embody more complex social and
cosmological signification. For Bourdieu, the “practice” perspective brings explicit
attention to the overlooked, taken-for-granted elements of daily social life that
individuals and groups engage in with little to no self-awareness of their historical
positioning. Far from insignificant, Bourdieu (see Maton 2008:56-58) argues that
this subconscious realm is the location of what anthropology and sociology
historically defines as social structural, agentive, and historical interaction.
Prior to concluding this section on practice theory, I must take note of a
second influential figure that many practice-oriented archaeologists utilize to
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interpret past human actions. Anthony Giddens (1976, 1979, 1984) introduced an
alternative, yet complementary perspective of practice contemporaneously with
Bourdieu that further elucidated the relationship between the rules of social
conduct and individual/collective agency. Dubbed his theory of structuration,
Giddens’s (1984:25) proposed an interpretation of social structures (i.e., the rules
that shape practice) that defined them as both the mediums and outcomes of the
practices that they “recursively organize.” Preucel and Mrozowski (2010:30)
elaborate on this thesis:
[S]ocial actions are not brought into being by social
actors, but continually re-created by them by the very
means by which humans express themselves as
actors. In their activities, social actors reproduce the
conditions that make their activities possible.
In sum, Structuration Theory explicitly shifts social scientific attention away from
imposing historical narratives of adaptation and conformity, which reduces
human agency to passive responses to larger-scale issues. Giddens instead
promotes a research focus on negotiation and contingency, which envisions
agency as an active and situational decision-making process.
However, presuming agency must always equivocate to “active” decision
making is interpretively short-sighted. While Bourdieu (2011]1977]) and Giddens
(1976:81) stress the belief in the unrestrained potential of individual and
collective action to affect historical trajectories, they are also quick to highlight the
equally important role of inaction as a form of social agency (see Giddens
1979:56). Social science researchers have demonstrated on many occasions the
potential generative and/or destructive effects that inaction could have on
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societies, in particular those negotiating pivotal historical moments like political or
economic revolution (c.f., Howitt and Wintrobe 1995; Hulme 2009; Lee 1998;
Samson 1992). However, archaeologists Laura Scheiber and Mark Mitchell
(2010:16) astutely emphasize, "It is one thing to possess the capacity to choose
and quite another to successfully achieve one's goals." Individuals and
communities are always constrained by their own values and belief systems, the
actions of others, and their material circumstances. Such conditions may enable
certain courses of historical actions to play out; others may make calculated
plans severely difficult or impossible to achieve.
The social significance of a practice is determined in large part by the
demographic composition of participants, or agents, involved (see Conkey and
Spector 1984; Spector 1982, 1993). Broadly speaking, "agents" are groups of
individuals that engage in activities that have the potential to shape cultural and
historical destinies. Unlike cogs in a machine who act according to external and
internal programming, communities are complex groups of individuals with
varying goals and perceptions (Fowler 2004:16; Scarry 2010:25). However, such
goals and perceptions of them are not random. Human collectives with similar life
experiences, worldviews, and motivations - what John Scarry (2010:25)
heuristically denotes as "categorical individuals" - comprise the population of
agents within a given social context. These can include, but are not limited to,
gender groups, laborers (i.e., masons, smiths, and farmers), elites, commoners,
and other like cohorts. Importantly, as Chris Fowler (2004:16) explains, such
groupings are not best understood by their constituent parts as Cartesian
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thinking leads us to believe. Dogmatic belief in the existence of a bounded,
indivisible, and self-determining social being – something the household is not by
its very nature as a collective of human agents – often runs the risk of
obfuscating evidence of past events where individuality may not be a primary
concern of day-to-day life (Fowler 2004:46). The form and function of particular
categories, or what Bourdieu would define as fields, can vary over time, but
membership behavior is similar enough to produce patterned traces of material
culture within the world. Households, in Scarry's view, stands as one such
"categorical individual."
Over the last several decades, archaeologists investigating past
household remains have found significant success in shifting closer toward an
“event horizon” perspective of historical transitions. In his archaeological-based
investigation of 18th and 19th century Eastern Pequot households, Stephen
Silliman (2009) argues that an explicit focus on long-term (i.e., multiple
generations) household practices, in conjunction with memory, enables
archaeological research to challenge ingrained assumptions regarding local tribal
history. For Silliman, identifying "the intersection of [household] practices and
materialities,” and their relationship to communal memory, ultimately enables
archaeology to discern the appropriate interpretive framework by which to
analyze past Indigenous artifacts as a product of long-term, agentive decision
making (Silliman 2009:214-215). Instead of implementing reifying abstract
interpretive categories within their analyses, especially if they originate from
European or Euro-American contexts, Silliman calls upon researchers to discern
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and operationalize local understandings of cultural practices and how they
persisted or changed through time. By relying on community-based knowledge,
in conjunction with a long-term perspective that recognizes the potential
variability of Indigenous responses, Silliman believes archaeology can begin to
move beyond colonially charged understandings of the past.
In their investigation of 19th-century multi-ethnic Indigenous households at
Fort Ross, California, Kent Lightfoot and his associates (1998) provide an
additional case study demonstrating household archaeology’s move toward
“event horizon” thinking. Like Silliman, Lightfoot et al. argue for a "contextual",
material-based perspective of household practices that privileges local historical
conditions over monolithic models of human interaction (i.e., acculturation;
Lightfoot et al. 1998:200). Through a multi-scalar examination of Fort Ross'
archaeology, particularly the total built environment, domestic activity area
organization, and refuse disposal patterns, Lightfoot and his associates identify
evidence suggesting both culture continuity and change among the KashayaAlutiiq population (Lightfoot et al. 1998:215-216). The remains of individual
households at the fort revealed strategies of cultural maintenance and
reproduction, in the form of Alutiiq spatial organization of house structures and
Kashaya-influenced domestic assemblages, as well as proof of transformation,
through the utilization of non-traditional food sources and new raw materials for
tool making (Lightfoot et al. 1998:216). For the authors, the significance of their
findings lays in this alleged contradiction - instead of presuming pristine
continuity of Alutiiq and Kashaya practices, Lightfoot et al. (1998:217) emphasize
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the need to consider the dialectical relationship between colonizer and colonized
and its potential impact on the development of communally independent social
practices.
Kathleen Deagan's (1996) study of Spanish-American households offers
another insightful example of how a practice-based perspective of the domestic
group often lends itself to “event horizon” thinking. In her study, Deagan
examines two of the earliest Spanish settlements in the New World, La Isabela
(Dominican Republic) and Puerto Real (Haiti), for evidence of social practices
demarcating the emergence of an Iberian-American communal identity (Deagan
1996:135). Employing a gendered perspective in her comparative analysis of
each settlement's artifact assemblages, focusing particularly on evidence relating
to ceramic use patterns, the author argues that the origins of this social
development begin sometime after 1500A.D. in Hispaniola under the influence of
Indigenous Caribbean women residing in Spanish households (Deagan
1996:144). According to Deagan, discrepancies among La Isabela's and Puerto
Real's collections primarily center on cooking/kitchen-related ceramics; the
former site demonstrates consistent usage of European-produced wares while
the latter location is replete with locally produced pots emulating Indigenous
forms and styles (Deagan 1996:146). For Deagan, the popularity of Indigenous
kitchen ceramics at Puerto Real represents a fundamental shift in household
subsistence practices and demography, revealing a complex negotiation of
European, Indian, and African identities, colonial market forces, efforts of
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resistance on the part of the colonized, and new gendered-based partnerships
intimately linking the colonized and colonizer (Deagan 1996:150).
Before continuing, it is important to highlight one noteworthy critique of
Deagan’s work offered by archaeologist Barbara Voss (2005). While researching
late 18th, early 19th-century Spanish-American households in San Francisco,
California Voss found that Deagan’s idea of a trans-Spaniard effort of deliberate
social hybridization with Indigenous communities – or what archaeologists
operating in the Caribbean label as the “Augustine Pattern” – lacked any
supporting evidence in the empire’s western-most colonies. There, Voss
(2005:471) found archaeological, architectural, and documentary data suggesting
Spanish colonists took the complete opposite approach from hybridization; like
similar dating Dutch colonists of New York’s Hudson River (Rothschild 2003),
California’s colonial population generally avoided adopting what they perceived
as culturally distinct objects or material practices into daily life. This process
entailed the sustained standardization of not only public and domestic
architecture, but also intimate household practices like ceramic production,
adornment, and subsistence in ways that did not reveal ancestry. The motivation
for this approach, according to Voss (2005:471), was to repudiate Spain’s
doctrine of racial inequality - the “system de casta” – due to its unfair treatment of
colonized and non-Spanish populations. Over time, however, a new system of
inequality came to take its place. This new system, based on the emerging
“Californio ethnicity” (Voss 2005:471), was informed less by race and more by
Indigenous hierarchical distinctions and an emphasis on masculinity.
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The examples describing various practice-based approaches to the study
of past Indigenous households in colonial contexts highlight three important
themes. Firstly, Indigenous households in colonial settings are highly variable
and historically contingent. Silliman, Lightfoot et al., and Voss demonstrate that
no singular, universal model adequately explains when, how, or why Indigenous
peoples alter or maintain household practices in the face of European
colonialism; they instead emphasize the complex negotiation of history and
contemporary social concerns as the primary motivating factor influencing the
production of material culture relating to daily household life. Secondly,
Indigenous households within colonial contexts often form new social
connections with other groups, both local and foreign. For Lightfoot et al.,
Deagan, and Voss, investigations of household practices uncovered evidence of
new demographic unities, either linking various colonized and colonizer groups
together in intricate and evolving web of inter-personal relations. Lastly,
Indigenous households in colonial contexts often engage selectively with colonial
market forces in order to adapt to their new political and economic landscapes.
European produced goods enter Indigenous domestic spheres depending on
whether they satisfy the needs and/or desires of any residents; should they
indeed meet such standards they are often re-purposed (physically and/or
symbolically) for use in daily Indigenous practices (c.f. Harris and Cipolla 2017;
Cusick 2015; Lightfoot 1995).
Over the last several decades, western-trained household archaeologists
operating in Virginia have found some success in moving toward an “event
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horizon” perspective on the past. One approach achieves this goal by positing
that regional Indigenous households should be understood and investigated as
"funds of power" – the capacity of an agent to achieve its political-economic
goals free of outside influence and its ability to impose its agenda on others
within a community (Gallivan 2003:52).
Archaeologist Martin Gallivan (2003, 2004) has argued that control of
these "funds", intrinsic to all Indigenous households, changed over time within
the Chesapeake during the Late Woodland (900 A.D. - 1500 A.D.), Protohistoric
(1500A.D. - 1607 A.D.), and Contact (1607 A.D. - 1646 A.D.) periods coinciding
with the rise of complex chiefdoms. Archaeological evidence relating to domestic
production capacity, consumption habits, and exchange networks along the
James River indicated that Indigenous Chesapeake households dating to the
onset of the Late Woodland period were materially uniform, suggesting individual
households were by and large masters of their own political and economic
decision-making. By the Contact Period, however, a numerically small group of
households emerged within village settlements demonstrating unprecedented
increases in production capabilities (i.e., labor), an affinity for individual-based
consumption habits, and increasingly exclusive access to foreign exchange
networks when compared to the remaining population of contemporary domestic
units within a given village or town context. Gallivan (2003) argues that the rise of
this new minority group of households reflects the emergence of inequality
among Indigenous Chesapeake societies and the rise of an elite class of
households. From the Late Woodland period into Contact, these elite domestic
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groups, historically understood to be ancestors to later-dating weroances (the
local Algonquian term for chief), appeared to have co-opted some of the
decision-making powers of their neighbors in order to expand their own political
and economic capabilities. Unfortunately, whether this trend continued after
Contact - specifically following the dissolution of regional chiefdoms ca. ~1646
A.D. - is unknown.
Once again, the west’s lack of information surrounding Post-Contact
Native Virginia reveals itself, albeit this time at a larger geographic scale than just
the Rappahannock River. This leads me to pose my third introductory research
question: How can archaeology utilizing an “event horizon” perspective, or one
focusing on historical transitions, address the knowledge gap that exists in
western knowledge of Indigenous Virginia? While I may not, and likely should not
be able to answer this question alone, I believe there are two answers that come
to mind that would avoid any potential disruption to contemporary descendant
communities. The first of these would be to begin systematically searching for
Indigenous settlements that date between the late 17th, early 18th century
decades along the Rappahannock River. The second would be to survey such
areas for the archaeological remains of house sites.
Zooming In: A Brief History of Camden, VA
As luck would have it, in the late 1960s and again during the early 1980s several
western-trained archaeologists chanced upon the discovery of a late 17th, early
18th-century Indigenous village along the Rappahannock River (see Hodges
1986; MacCord 1969). Located along the south bank in Caroline County,
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Virginia, the Camden Historic District is comprised of 96 distinct archaeological
sites (including Indigenous resource extraction camps and village settlements,
along with later Euro-American and Afro-American farmsteads) relating to longstanding and extensive Indigenous settlement (see Appendix C:Chapter
1:Figures 1-2). First surveyed by Howard MacCord in the 1960's and
subsequently by the Virginia Division of Landmarks (VDL) from 1983 to 1984
(Hodges 1986), the ~1400-acre property produced approximately 10,000 artifacts
of both Native Chesapeake and European origin, and identified intact,
Indigenous-related subsurface domestic features including storage pits, hearths,
and postmolds. All materials related to the Indigenous occupation at Camden
dated predominantly to the late 17th century, the beginning of the Chesapeake's
Post-Contact period. 11 Documentary evidence exists supporting these
chronological interpretations, in addition to revealing potential cultural group
affiliation of the area to the Algonquian-speaking Rappahannock, Nanzatico,
Portobago, and/or Machotick Indians (see Hodges 1986:5-6; McIlwaine
1924:227).
Located approximately 50 km downstream from the Virginia Fall Line in
Caroline County, the Camden, VA property consists of ~1400 acres of land on
the southern side of the Rappahannock River. The western extent of the property
borders both Mill Creek and Peumansend Creek; a small water drainage
demarcates the eastern boundary, which empties into the Portobago Bay. Most

Chronological assessments of Camden's Native American archaeological materials utilized common dating
techniques utilized broadly within the profession of historical archeology, specifically J.C. Harrington's (1954)
methodology for dating tobacco pipes and mean ceramic dating (MCD) of various European and Indigenous
pottery.
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32

of the 1400 acres currently serves property owners as agricultural fields that
produce a rotating supply of soy, wheat, and corn crops. Non-farmed areas of the
property are either forested or classified officially as wetlands.
The earliest-dating colonial records discussing the Camden
property appear in the meeting records of Virginia’s House of Burgess dating to
November 7, 1666. Among other business affairs, the document recognizes the
establishment of several land patents along the Rappahannock River – Coastal
Plain. One of these belonged to Thomas Lucas and was located “on the south
side of the Rappahannock River about two miles above the Portobago Town;”
another, claimed by Thomas Lunsford, laid just North of Lucas’s, and included
river frontage that extended one mile inland (Hodges 1986:6; McIlwaine and
Kennedy 1905-1915:1659/60-1693:41). A plat map dating to 1738, created to
resolve a local land dispute at the time, demonstrates that not only did both
patents abut, but they did also so within the contemporary bounds of Camden.
Despite the considerable size of Lucas’ land claim, the Lunsford
patent occupied the majority of Camden’s current property extent and overlapped
most of the archaeological resources identified by survey in the 1960s and
1980s. Originally earmarked in 1650, the Lunsford lands totaled 3,423 acres in
what was at the time Nanzatico Preserve territory (Hodges 1986:6). Lunsford’s
daughter Katherine received the title to the land following her father’s death and
successfully established a domicile on the land in 1670 on the condition that she
not disturb any Indigenous residents currently dwelling in the area. According to
Hodges (1986:6), the Post-Contact Indigenous village initially identified by
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MacCord (1969), and the subject of archaeological fieldwork for this dissertation,
corresponds with original portions of Katherine’s land holdings.
In 1678, Katherine Lunsford married Ralph Wormeley II and
transferred ownership of her lands to her new husband. Upon Wormeley’s death,
control of the expanded estate shifted to his two daughters that he produced with
Katherine: Elizabeth and Katherine Wormeley. Elizabeth would later marry Dr.
John Lomax, notorious enemy of the Rappahannock River’s Nanzatico Tribe
following his theft of portions of their Preserve lands sometime near April of 1704
(Strickland et al. 2016:52). Katherine Wormeley married an individual by the
name of Gawin Corbin, and unfortunately died soon after. Corbin agreed to a
land settlement with his wife’s sister and her husband, resulting in the division of
the original Lunsford patent into eastern and western tracts. The Lomax couple
acquired rights to the western portion, which included acreage surrounding
Portobago Bay.
Sometime around 1790 John Pratt, ancestor to the current owners
of Camden, began construction of a new home located on 461.5 acres of
Lunsford patent land along the eastern side of the Peumansend Creek 12. In July
1802 Pratt purchased an additional 1,619.3 acres of land from Thomas Lomax,
grandson of Elizabeth and John Lomax; it was at this time that Pratt came to
rename the property “Camden” in honor of Charles Pratt, first Earl of Camden
and fervent supporter of the American Independence movement. By the time of

12

John Pratt purchased the land from an individual by the name of Henry Micou.
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John Pratt’s death, he had amassed a total of 1350 acres of old Lunsford lands
onto the Camden estate.
Upon his passing in 1853, John Pratt bequeathed Camden to his
son John B., who unfortunately perished soon after without any heirs. John B.’s
brother, William C. Pratt, inherited his brother’s estate. From 1857-1859, William
began construction of Camden’s still-standing manor house. Williams’s son,
Richard T., assumed ownership of Camden following the death of his father in
1891. In the year 1988, Richard himself passed away, leaving the current owner,
John Pratt, as the current head of the property.
Archaeological Research at Camden, VA (44ST03)
The results of previous archaeological investigations at Camden identified the
presence of several Post-Contact Indigenous house sites localized within the
property's northeast agricultural field. MacCord's (1969) archaeological
investigations discovered one of these house sites (see Appendix C:Chapter
1:Figure 3). Guided by local property owners to a plot of land in the western
portion of Northeast field that contained significant concentrations of oyster shell,
animal bones, and Indigenous ceramics, MacCord excavated a 30'x50' area
utilizing a contiguous series of 5'x5' test units. MacCord noted the site's
stratigraphy consisted of three layers, a six-inch plow zone containing perioddating objects, a six-to-twelve-inch sandy layer with intact artifact deposits and
subsurface features, and a sterile layer containing either subsoil or a gravel fill
likely related to a flood episode predating the Post-Contact occupation.
Excavations in the area uncovered intact subsurface features, including a hearth,
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storage pit, and several postholes, and in addition produced approximately 9,000
artifacts, which contemporaneous and subsequent archaeological analyses
identified as a late 17th/early 18th century Post-Contact Native domestic
assemblage (MacCord 1969; Hodges 1986; Galke 2004).
The most recent archaeological-based investigation of Camden’s past was
undertaken by Laura Galke in 2004. No field surveys or excavations were
conducted as part of the study; rather, Galke focused on a material culture
analysis that compared the remains MacCord discovered at Camden forty years
prior to a similar-dating Indigenous site in Maryland (i.e., Posey Site, 18CH281).
By comparing the proportions of certain artifact categories 13 between each site,
Galke (2004:107-108) found unique differences in how Indigenous residents
interacted with English colonists. At Posey, residents appeared to collect
European-made goods for trade (i.e., higher proportions of white clay pipes,
wrought nails, lead shot/gunflint, and European ceramics); meanwhile at
Camden, residents appeared to have preferred different objects and instead
collected formal European tools. Galke had two interpretations of her findings: 1)
the Posey site may have been occupied earlier in time than Camden, and 2)
Camden’s residents appeared to have made efforts to integrate European tools
into Indigenous daily activities.
During the Fall of 2017, a team of archaeologists consisting of Michael
Makin and myself visited Camden’s northeast agricultural field in order to conduct
a Phase I/Shovel Test survey. The goal of this survey was to try and locate
Galke’s (2004:99) artifact categories include Ceramics, European Ceramics, White clay pip, Red clay pipe, Bottle
glass, Wrought nails, Lead shot/gunflint, Lithics, and Copper alloy.

13

36

Indigenous house sites that either MacCord or Hodges overlooked during their
previous work on the property. I chose this area for three reasons, 1) it avoided
potential overlap with previous archaeological excavations conducted on the
property, 2) it prioritized an area that experienced no previous subsurface testing,
and 3) it corresponded with locations of house sites identified by past surface
collecting survey efforts (Hodges 1986). I entered results of this survey into a GIS
database that documented geo-referenced STP locations, artifacts recovered
from each STP, soil stratigraphy, and the presence or absence of subsurface
features. The resulting artifact density maps (see Appendix C:Chapter 5), in
conjunction with the subsurface feature locations, identified one potentially
unexcavated house site that corresponded with previous surface collection
survey results (see Appendix C:Chapter 1:Figure 2; Hodges 1986).
The excavation strategy for the 2017 Phase I STP survey followed Virginia
State recommendations disseminated by the Department of Historic Resources
(Virginia Department of Historic Resources 2017) and consisted of 50cm.
diameter circular units distributed among 12 transects with 15m spacing 14
between each pit. A total of 210 test pits were excavated by archaeologist
Michael Makin 15, and me in a total of ten days. A STP excavation form was
completed at the completion of each pit excavation, regardless of a positive or
negative result. Lab processing (i.e., artifact cleaning and identification) of all

According to the Commonwealth of Virginia's guide for Archaeological Survey and Excavation (2017), a 15m
transect spacing strategy is appropriate given that previous archaeological research has been conducted at a
location and if at least one archaeological site was discovered during this process.
15
Now a M.A. Alum
14
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excavated artifacts was 16 conducted by William and Mary PhD candidate Jessica
Bittner and me utilizing reference materials reflective of regional standards (DHR
2017). Results of this effort were cataloged onto a Microsoft Access Database. In
total, the entire 2017 Phase I collection consisted of 331 artifacts.
Following the completion of the 2017 Phase I catalog, several qualitative
patterns emerged within the data. Extraordinarily little evidence of foodways was
discovered following the completion of the survey. No macro-botanical remains
were uncovered during excavations, and only seven specimens of shell emerged
from the 210 STP units. No other faunal remains were present within the
assemblage. There are two explanations for these circumstances: 1) the lack of a
sampling strategy involving soil samples for flotation, and 2) the high acidic
content of the local soil. Regarding non-organic cultural materials, the primary
artifact class encountered during excavations, lithic materials (N =180), slightly
outnumbered ceramic remains (N=139). Flake fragments (N=138) were the most
common lithic artifacts within the assemblage. The Late Woodland/17th-century
dating Potomac Creek (N=52) style was the most common variant of Indigenous
ceramic present within a majority of STP units. Despite these numerically
conservative results, the proportions of these key artifacts vis-a-vis the total
assemblage mirror similar patterns found within the artifact collection resulting
from MacCord's more intensive surveys and excavations during the 1960s (see
Table 1).

Negative results equivocated to a pit that produced no cultural remains; a positive result equivocated to a pit
that did produce cultural remains (i.e.., a minimum of one artifact).
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After assessing all the Phase I survey results, I made the decision to
expand my investigations and conduct a Phase II/Test Unit survey of the
southwestern area where the remains of a likely post-mold feature were identified
during shovel-test excavations. The test-unit excavation strategy focused on the
recovery of one 17th century Rappahannock house site from Camden's northeast
agricultural field. While numerically modest, the investigation of this domestic
context increased the total number of documented house sites at Camden to two
(see MacCord 1969), which provided me with an opportunity to conduct an intrasite comparative analysis. Excavations utilized staggered, parallel skip trenching
of 3.0x5.0m blocks following the same natural stratigraphic levels previously
identified and recorded by MacCord (1969). This approach was adequate
considering its effectiveness in identifying non-linear archaeological features
(Verhagen and Borsboom 2009), which Gallivan's extensive investigations of
household remains along the James River valley (Gallivan 2003:69-70)
highlighted as the predominate shape of archaeological sites and features within
the Chesapeake. Additionally, considering Gallivan's success in arguing for the
presence of "house clusters" in the Chesapeake, the physical remains of
domestic structures and related, spatially proximal features, this study adopted a
two-meter arbitrary buffer zone beyond either post molds and/or artifact
distribution extents in order to ensure adequate excavation of interior and exterior
house-site spaces. Artifacts were screened utilizing 1/4in. screen mesh. In the
event that archaeological features were encountered, wet screening occurred
utilizing a 1/8in. mesh. Such an approach was necessary in order to identify
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potential small and fragile remains, such as beads, faunal remains, and metal
fragments.
Identification of archaeological features during excavations relied on
Gallivan's classification guide for identifying Native American archaeological
features of the Chesapeake (Gallivan 2003:66). Of specific interest for this
project were storage pits, hearths, and postmolds; the three archaeological
features most strongly associated with domestic contexts. In the case of
postmolds, the subsurface feature most in danger of misidentification due to
structural similarities with rodent burrows, I used an ordinal scale of interpretive
confidence. This system, which provided an integer value from one to five for any
suspected postmold, accounted for key diagnostic characteristics of the feature
type in order to determine whether encountered circular soil stains were indeed
anthropogenic or more likely the result of post-depositional processes (e.g.,
rodent burrows, vegetation, or modern infrastructure). An ideal candidate
demonstrated a round shape with a diameter greater than 5cm, relatively straight
walls, at least 10cm. of depth, and a tapered base.
In keeping with Gallivan’s “fund of power” model, the most recent
successful use of “event horizon” perspective in Virginia, I chose a set of
archaeological-based analyses to assess domestic production, consumption, and
exchange practices based on Phase II findings. Assessments of household
production utilized methods established by Gallivan (2003), which estimated
domestic production capacity based on the size of house structures, and Masucci
(1995) and Yerkes (1991), which estimated domestic production levels based on
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average artifacts made per predetermined amount of time. A total of eleven
Native house sites were included in this portion of the study: four dating to the
terminal Late Woodland period (i.e., 1200 – 1500 A.D.), five dating to the
Protohistoric and Contact periods, and two dating to the Post-Contact period.
Identification of appropriate cases, with the exception of the two Post-Contact
house sites from Camden, relied on the following criteria: 1) the existence of a
cultural resource management report (CRM) for the archaeology site under
consideration, 2) the inclusion of a complete artifact inventory of excavated
remains within the CRM report, 3) evidence indicating the presence of intact
stratigraphy, and 4) a documented date range for site occupation.
I utilized an estimated vessel equivalency analysis of ceramic rim sherds
to assess household consumption behavior. In the case of the nearby James
River, this approach successfully demonstrated changes in ceramic vessel size
through time, which Gallivan (2003:98-100) associated with shifts between
individual- and community-oriented consumption habits. Gallivan's
(1999:Appendix 7) measurement averages for domestic ceramics along the
James River served as the baseline for comparison with Camden's excavated
remains: a vessel diameter average of ~18cm or less was assumed to reflect a
more individual-oriented consumption behavior while an average diameter of
~22cm or greater reflected a more communal orientation. Although Gallivan's
findings relate to Piedmont domestic assemblages, which are beyond the
physiographic scope of this project, they nonetheless offer the only point of
departure for considering the significance of average vessel size among
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Camden's house remains. To date, no comprehensive review of ceramic vessel
morphology exists for the Rappahannock River, or the nearby York River. In the
case of the James, Gallivan’s ceramic study continues to stand as the most upto-date, comprehensive investigation of Indigenous ceramics in Virginia. In
essence, Gallivan’s work is the only body of data that can be utilized for
archaeological comparison of Native Virginian ceramics.
In order to assess individual household access to foreign exchange
networks, I relied on assessments of ceramic and assemblage evenness, both of
which have long traditions of use in Virginia for assessing such social dynamics
(c.f., Gallivan 2003; Parker 1989; Stewart 1984, 1989, 1991). This approach is an
expansion of Gallivan's approach which focused exclusively on chert debitage
distributions within domestic archaeological features along the James River. I
expanded the scope of inquiry to include other foreign materials historically
documented to be in circulation among Indigenous settlements during the
Contact and Post-Contact periods, particularly copper, shell beads, and
European goods.
Because of limited extant data along the Rappahannock River, I was
bound to compare my findings to other Indigenous house sites excavated and
reported on elsewhere in Virginia’s Coastal Plain – the physiographic region that
encompasses the Rappahannock. The results of these comparisons revealed
that Camden’s Indigenous residents may have both maintained and altered
certain domestic practices that were in common employment during preceding
centuries. Moreover, if one contextualizes these findings in relation to two major
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historical transitions in Virginia’s Indigenous past, Camden’s archaeological
resources appear to reveal insightful information into the social significance and
roles of a long-marginalized demographic group: Indigenous women.
As I will explain in further detail later (see Chapter 6), I believe the
archaeological remains and patterns found at Camden would not have been
possible without the presence and action of women. During the first pivotal
historical transition I explore (ca. 200 – 900 A.D.), Indigenous women were likely
responsible for bridging social divides between Virginia’s largest linguistic
groups: Algonquian and Siouxan-speakers. Through their roles in organizing
kinship systems (i.e., descent reckoned through the matriline), marriage (i.e.,
short- and long-term), alliance, and labor regimes, Indigenous women enabled
families to grow larger, become more productive, and amass surplus and
inheritable wealth. In some ways these traits persisted into the second major
historical transition (ca. ~1200 A.D.) when social inequality became an
increasingly distinct feature of the Indigenous social landscape. During this time
Indigenous women provided villages with institutional means of reckoning
descent and by association increasingly inheritable titles and material goods.
However, Indigenous women during this time also became increasingly
associated with certain symbols integral to daily life, like maize (i.e.,
horticulture/agriculture) and human capital (i.e., the men that owe familial
allegiance to the matriarch).
Sometime in the late-17th century, I believe a third historical transition took
place. Archaeological and documentary evidence from Camden and the broader
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Rappahannock suggests Indigenous women may have engaged in domestic
practices that emulated facets of both preceding historical transitions, something
previous undocumented by western scholars. Indigenous women at Camden
likely enabled disparate tribal families to come together following the onset of
forced relocation policies. Given the fractious nature of tribal politics in preceding
decades, such an achievement appears historically novel and thus worthy in
heightened attention. Moreover, Indigenous women residing at Camden likely
afforded local elite families, who appear smaller by comparison (see Chapter 5),
continued access to reliable human capital for subsistence and wealth when
populations were significantly lowered due to disease, violence, and
displacement.
Conclusion
The remainder of this dissertation will demonstrate my evidence for this
hypothesis. I present my case in the same format as this introduction – as a
series of questions and answers. The questions I pose attempt to consolidate the
myriad of concerns readers may have as they progress through the document.
All questions share a similar philosophy in that they focus on the following
parameters: who, what, where, when, and why. While simple, these parameters
help ensure that I provide only essential information to my arguments and avoid
accidently reverting to problematic ways of thinking bred of “block time”
perspectives of the past. What follows is a brief synopsis of each chapters’
theme, questions, and their concise answers.
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In Chapter 2, I attempt to create an intellectual bridge between my ideas
surrounding a historical transition approach to archaeology and Indigenous ways
of understanding the past. I propose two questions that aid me in this intellectual
endeavor: 1) Does the historical transition approach to archaeology, as I have
described it, resonate with Indigenous knowledge and/or understandings of the
key themes and ideas that are integral to its formulation? and 2) Can
archaeology focusing on Indigenous historical transitions be ethical considering
institutional forces (i.e., the state) favor “block time” perspectives of the past?
The answers to these questions are yes; and they include a careful use of
strategic essentialism.
The two questions that structure the Chapter 3 are: 1) How does my
historical transition approach to archaeology, as outlined in earlier chapters,
inform the way I reconstruct Indigenous Rappahannock River history? and 2) Are
there episodes in Indigenous Rappahannock River history that can be
considered transitional in ways that prevailing “block time” narratives ignore (i.e.,
ones not based solely on technology and/or survival behaviors)? As I explain in
further detail later, my historical transition approach to archaeology urges me to
challenge the fixity of existing “bock time” narratives of the past; much of this
endeavor entails the identification and disregard of an ontological problem that
continues to plague professional today – the division between “prehistoric” and
“historic” research. I use strategic essentialism to carefully navigate the divide as
it exists in Virginia; the results of my efforts are the identification of two historical
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transitions that relate more to domestic practice than they do to innovations in
technology or daily survival behaviors, as “block time” narratives suggest.
Chapter 4 contains my reconstruction of 17th-century Rappahannock River
history. I approach this task by proposing one question: Could there have been
historical transition in Indigenous domestic political and economic organization
along the Rappahannock River during Virginia’s 17th century? The answer to this
question is yes; and hints as to the historical factors likely responsible for this
potential scenario coalesce around four themes: violence, depopulation,
displacement, and enslavement.
Chapter 5 presents my research findings following the archaeological
excavation and analysis of two late 17th-century Indigenous house sites along the
Rappahannock River. I compare architectural and material culture evidence of
local domestic production, consumption, and exchange practices to trends along
the James River in earlier decades and centuries. Three research questions
structure this chapter: 1) Did Camden’s late 17th-century Indigenous residents
perpetuate patterns of production that characterized either Historical Transition
#1 or Historical Transition #2? 2) To what degree of autonomy did Camden’s late
17th century Indigenous domestic groups consume their resources? and 3) Did
Camden’s Indigenous domestic groups maintain (i.e., “Contact” period) patterns
of exchange that I identified during Historical Transition #2? The results of my
findings suggest that there indeed is proof, albeit tentative, that a third historical
transition may have taken place sometime during the latter half of the 17th
century. This transition was characterized by an increase in labor, and by
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association productive output; increases in individualized-consumption behavior;
and maintenance of “elite” control over non-local goods.
Chapter 6 is the conclusion of my dissertation and presents my historical
interpretations of my archaeological research findings. I concentrate my efforts
on answering two questions that I believe readers would likely have upon
reaching that point in this document. The two questions are: 1) Why did
Rappahannock River households not fully change nor fully maintain traditional
domestic practices surrounding production, consumption, and exchange
following Historical Transition #3? And 2) How were Rappahannock River
households able to adapt as they did during Historical Transition #3? The answer
to the first question involves the possible historic use of a “non-linear”
perspective of the past whereby certain processes or events reoccur in cyclical
patterns. The answer to my second question, I believe, centers on one particular
household demographic group: Indigenous women.
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Chapter 2: Connecting Western Discourses to Indigenous Knowledge and
Wisdom
In the previous chapter I identified a significant gap in western knowledge
surrounding Indigenous Rappahannock River history. This gap – which centers
on the region’s “Post-Contact” decades (i.e., 1646 A.D. - ~1720 A.D.) – comes
into sharp focus when one compares the copious amounts of western research
that exists surrounding the preceding “Contact” era (i.e., 1607 A.D. – 1646 A.D.)
from other major river valleys in Virginia (c.f. Gallivan 2003; Gleach 1997;
Hodges 1993; Potter 1993; Rice 2009; Rountree 1989, 1993; Rountree and
Turner 2002; Williamson 2008). While it is difficult to assign responsibility or
explanations for these circumstances, a lack of regional-scale archaeological
surveys along the Rappahannock River and the fragmentary state of Virginia’s
public and private cultural resource archives likely bears some of the burden.
However, I also argued that a third possible explanation likely existed that, for the
most part, was left ignored by the professional community in Virginia. The culprit:
overwhelming reliance on “block time” models of history (Crellin 2020). Far from
being a vestige of the past, professional adherence to Virginia’s “block times”
continues strongly into the present. Besides reappearing in recent survey of
Indigenous Virginia history (e.g., Egloff and Woodward 2006; Moore and Means
2020), the commonwealth’s Department of Historic Resources continues to
publicize its official (i.e., state-recognized) version of the past with strict
adherence “block time” categories that define Indigenous history in problematic
“evolutionary” terms.
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I then introduced a newly emerging perspective within western
archaeology that demonstrated an explicit interest in challenging the intellectual
primacy of “block time” thinking. This perspective, which centers on the
investigation of historical transitions (i.e., event horizons; see Hart et al. 2012:3),
seeks to find alternative ways of reconstructing the past that avoids the common
pitfalls of “block time”, such as “evolutionism,” acculturation, and extinction
theories of Indigenous history, and seeks to normalize change as a regular, less
revolutionary social phenomenon. Archaeologists working towards these goals
often point to broader social science discourses and research findings
surrounding time and human practice as inspirations for their newly developing
archaeological approach (c.f., Atalay 2006; Crellin 2020; Overholtzer 2013;
Scheiber and Mitchell 2010; Wernke 2012).
Over the last several decades, archaeologists investigating past
household remains have found significant success in shifting toward an explicit
focus on historical transitions. Scholars like Silliman (2009), Lightfoot et al.
(2008), Deagan (1996), and Voss (2005) found that “block time” explanations of
the past often failed to adequately account for the nuanced experiences of past
people living during particular era/periods. Archaeological and documentary
resources in colonial-dating contexts especially suggested that domestic groups
tended to engage with social change in more frequent and innovative ways than
what “block time” accounted for; rather than radical, revolutionary episodes of
cultural transformations, change was more subtle and often geographically
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specific. Moreover, change was not one-sided; colonizers and Indigenous
populations often participated together, albeit not always equally.
In Virginia, western-trained professionals have generally been slow to
adopt a historical transition perspective of the past. One noteworthy exception to
this trend, however, includes the works of Martin Gallivan (1999, 2003, 2016). In
his attempts to research the origins of chiefly societies along the James River,
Gallivan (2003) found that traditional “block time” models of Virginia’s Indigenous
pasts overshadowed important, intra-period/era 17 historical developments that
did not exclusively pertain to technology or specific sets of survivalist behaviors.
While I explore these particular developments later in Chapter 3 (see discussions
of Historical Transition #1 and Historical Transition #2), what is important to
mention now is that such circumstances led Gallivan to introduce new
subdivisions to the traditional James River history “block time” model: Middle
Woodland I & II and Late Woodland I & II. These subdivisions, while to a degree
still related to broader social trends in technology and survival behaviors that
define their umbrella period/era, centered on the historical development of
Indigenous “funds of power,” or the abilities for domestic groups to operate
politically and economically independent of outside influence and to intercede in
the affairs of other households in the community (Gallivan 2003:52-53; see also
Sahlins 1963.

By intra-period/era I mean historical developments that chronologically took place within a particular “block
time” that were socially significant and possibly worth considering as factors in the creation of a new era/block
but, in the end, were not considered important enough by western historians.
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I created an image as an attempt to visually summarize my entire line of
theory until this point (see Appendix C:Chapter 2:Figure 1). What follows is a
brief summary of this diagram in my own words. The key issue that motivates my
research in this dissertation is the conspicuous gap in western knowledge
surrounding late 17th-century Indigenous history along the Rappahannock River.
The major consequences of this situation include the perpetuation of problematic
social evolutionary and “evolutionism” ideas of Indigenous people and their
ancestors. The causes of this issue consist of, but are likely not limited to, a lack
of regional-scale archaeological survey data from the Rappahannock, the
fragmentary state of Virginia’s public and private cultural resource archives, and
an uncritical adherence to “block time” models of the past. One solution to my
key issue that accounts for the major consequences and causes surrounding is
the adoption of an alternative approach to archaeology that centers on historical
transition (i.e., “event horizon”). A historical transition approach to archaeology
focuses on two themes: time (i.e., chronology) and practice.
Archaeological and/or broader social science discourses of these themes
provide important information on how researchers should understand them.
Regarding time, such discourses emphasize a multi-scalar perspective that
accounts for some combination of long-term, medium-term, and short-term
human experiences (Lucas 2005:15). On the subject of practice, sociologists like
Bourdieu (1990[1980], 2011[1977]) and Giddens (1976) tell us to observe human
activities in ways that identify a social arena, or field; a habitus, or the
epiphenomenal suite of knowledge and skills that agents use to engage in and
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understand their own actions; doxa, or the common-sense understandings that
all agents share about a given field; and symbolic capital, or the communal
system of materials and ideas that discerns how an individual agent’s actions or
perceptions conform to or counter doxa and what the positive or negative social
consequences should be for such actions.
Given that the individual need not be a particular human in Bourdieu and
Gidden’s theories surrounding practice (see Scarry 2010:25), households can be
considered as such in research contexts. If an individual were to review recent
case studies of household archaeology in major academic publications, that
person would find significant success in applying various iterations of a historical
transition approach to research. In colonial contexts particularly (c.f., Allison
2018; Overholtzer 2012; Pluckhahn 2010; Prossor et al. 2012; Silliman 2009;
Voss 2000, 2008; Voss et al. 2018), such studies increasingly show more
nuanced understandings of the past that are sensitive to significant sociohistorical developments “block time” models tend to overlook. These include, but
are not limited to, regional-specific cultural innovations, evidence of complex
entanglements between colonizer and Indigenous populations, and novel forms
of Indigenous agency.
In Virginia, Gallivan’s study of James River chiefdoms is one of the only
examples of an archaeological-based project that comes close to emulating a
historical transition approach to research. Gallivan proposed envisioning and
investigating Indigenous households in his study region as “funds of power.” This
process entailed a comparative analysis of domestic production, consumption,
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and exchange practices across the James River and charting their development
through time. According to Gallivan (2003:171-173), the intimate relationship
between all three categories of practices ultimately reflects an Indigenous James
River household’s ability to chart its political-economic destiny and/or influence
those of others. Such considerations emerged during “Middle Woodland” times
and, by the beginning of the 17th century, had evolved into a complex system of
social inequality. Hypothetically speaking, if a researcher were to follow in
Gallivan’s footsteps, but expanded the subject of investigation to Indigenous
archaeological house sites dating to the late 17th century, that person may be
able to discover some elements of domestic and/or communal Indigenous history
that could address the western knowledge gap that currently exists.
With the discussion of my visual now concluded, I now shift attention to
this chapter’s two organizing research questions: 1) Does the historical transition
approach to archaeology, as I have described it, resonate with Indigenous
knowledge and/or understandings of the key themes and ideas that are integral
to its formulation? 2) Can archaeology focusing on Indigenous historical
transitions be ethical considering institutional forces (i.e., the state) favor “block
time” perspectives of the past? As the reader will see in further detail below, the
answers to these questions are yes, but not as easily as one unfamiliar with local
Indigenous history or archaeology in Virginia would think.
Connecting Western Theory to Indigenous Understandings of the World
The first research question that organizes this chapter should come as no
surprise considering my earlier discussions of recent archaeological
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investigations of Indigenous household dating to colonial-era contexts (see
Chapter 1). Each case study emphasized Indigenous-oriented experiences of the
past and the contributions that Indigenous people had in shaping the colonial
world. Moreover, if the reader were to consult the writings of any of the scholars I
cite in my overview of historical transition-oriented research they would quickly
come across references to postcolonial literature as a source of intellectual
inspiration for their works, which prides itself on foregrounding Indigenous voices
and Indigenous-derived knowledge (c.f., Cipolla 2017; Gosden 2012; Liebmann
and Rizvi 2008; Lydon and Rizvi 2016; Van Dommelen 2011). Concisely put, this
sector of academic research seeks a single, yet profoundly complex goal:
disciplinary decolonization. As Indigenous archaeologist Sonya Atalay
(2006:301-302) explains, disciplinary decolonization refers to the conscious effort
on the part of individuals in all fields of study to take account of their profession’s
complicity in regimes of colonial domination and make explicit, tangible efforts at
disrupting any further involvement in such institutions. In order to strive for
disciplinary decolonization, research must identify and dismantle the vestiges of
colonial discourse and reconstruct history ideally free from such influences.
Many extensive reviews of postcolonial scholarship currently exist in
various media formats and publications, both in archaeology and outside of the
discipline (c.f., Gosden 2012; Liebmann 2008; Lydon and Rizvi 2016). I therefore
will not spend much time discussing the intellectual origins of postcolonial studies
aside from identifying the three most cited voices in the field - Edward Said
(1978), Gayatri Spivak (1988), and Homi Bhabha (1985, 1994) – and introducing
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one key concept – strategic essentialism - that helps explain the answer to this
chapter’s second research question (see above). Each of these individuals
sparked revolutions in sociological and anthropological theory and method at the
height of their careers that explicitly challenged the disciplines for their uncritical
adherence to Euro-imperial legacies in the contemporary world. Building on the
works of global anticolonial figures of the mid-20th century (i.e., Cesaire
1972[1955]; Du Bois 1945, 207[1947]; Fanon 2016[1952]; Memmi 1992[1965])
and renowned sociologists of their time (Derrida 1978[1967]; Foucault 1972,
1995[1977]; Lacan 2015[1973]), Said, Spivak, and Bhabha each introduced
novel conceptions of history, identity, and colonial entanglement that emphasized
Indigenous agency, resistance, and survival (Liebmann 2008:3). For the
purposes of my research, however, Spivak is of particular interest due to her role
in popularizing the concept of strategic essentialism, or the ways in which
Indigenous people savvily use western knowledge for their sole benefit.
In her renowned essay Can the Subaltern Speak, Spivak (1988)
deconstructs the intellectual foundation of poststructuralist thought while
simultaneously contesting the philosophy’s contribution to social theory. To
illustrate her argument, Spivak employs a critical discourse analysis of Deleuze’s
and Foucault’s (1972) debates regarding “intellectuals and power,” which she
herself defines as a microcosm of poststructuralism thought (1988:66). According
to Spivak (1988:80), both philosophers are wholeheartedly incorrect in their
presumptions regarding subaltern (i.e., historically disenfranchised) subjectivity
and agency. When Deleuze and Foucault speak of “sovereign subjects” they

55

implicitly refer to essentialized abstractions of the “Other” that do not exist in the
observable world (Spivak 1988:69). Spivak argues that such “subjects” reveal
more about the authors than the subaltern; namely their uncritical reproduction of
colonial ideologies that weaponized intellectuals against the “Other.” When social
scientists presume to incorporate subaltern voice into their interpretive schema
they rely on “elite-subaltern” groups, or classes of individuals that lie in a “floating
buffer zone” between the subaltern and western worlds (Spivak 1988:80). For
Spivak (1988:69-70), western intellectuals’ inability to recognize the role of
ideology as an ever-present, structuring force impacting knowledge production
ultimately leaves them incapable of generating reliable theories of human-power
relations and, in effect, providing a voice to subaltern communities.
Instead of relying on western scholars to provide the impossible, Spivak
instead advocates that the sub-altern take representation into their own hands.
To accomplish this goal, Spivak calls for the use of “strategic essentialism”
(Grosz 1985:183). “Strategic essentialism” refers to the ways in which subaltern
individuals adopt and exploit certain facets of colonialism’s “universalizing
discourse” to simultaneously create a self-perceived authentic image of oneself
and combat theoretical facets of essentialist ideology in everyday life (Grosz
1985:185; see also Lee 2011:263). Spivak further explains that “strategic
essentialism” is not a theory, but rather a non-universal methodology of
manipulating theory-making by, at minimum, disrupting the process (Grosz
1985:184).
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The View from Virginia
The concept of strategic essentialism is not foreign to Virginia’s archaeological
community. In 2011 the Werowocomoco Research Project (Gallivan 2007;
Gallivan and Moretti-Langholtz 2007; Gallivan et al. 2011; Gallivan et al. 2016),
jointly led by local Native tribal communities and William and Mary Anthropology
faculty, employed Spivak’s concept as an organizing principle for discerning what
elements of local Indigenous history were worth pursuing and investigating
(Gallivan et al. 2011). Werowocomoco’s history is complex. Located along the
York River in Gloucester County, VA, the archaeological site was the capital of
the Powhatan Chiefdom at the turn of the 17th century and the location where
Pocahontas allegedly saved Capt. John Smith’s life during the early years of
Jamestown colony. Because of this context, the location has long been
mythologized in both Euro-American and Indigenous histories, in both popular
media and professional writing (c.f., Bruchac 2005; Rountree 2005; Townsend
2004). According to Gallivan et al. (2011:19), Native collaborators, fully versed on
this complex dual history, made a conscious effort to avoid investing any
resources into investigating Werowocomoco’s 17th century history. As one
quoted informant concisely explained her/his/their feeling on the topic, “Let them
[i.e., Euro-Americans] have Jamestown, Werowocomoco is ours” (Gallivan et al.
2011:19).
For the Euro-American collaborators involved with the Werowocomoco
project, the decision to avoid the site’s 17th century history was striking and they
interpreted it as local Indigenous application of strategic essentialism. By ignoring
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the site’s publicly popular 17th century components and shifting all attention to the
Late Woodland occupation Indigenous collaborators were observed to have
asserted more control over their history and how it was used in educational
contexts. Rather than reify colonially derived tribal boundaries, this process led to
community building amongst the various tribal communities involved in the
Werowocomoco Project in ways they felt were more historically reflective of how
their ancestors interacted in the past (i.e., Pamunkey, Chickahominy, Mattaponi,
Rappahannock, Nansemond, and Upper Mattaponi; see Gallivan et al. 2011:20).
By creating such historical bridges, local tribal communities hoped to find
innovative ways of garnering new evidence for federal recognition applications
they were working on at the time of writing. While they likely indeed helped since
all collaborating tribes obtained recognition in later years (National Park Service
2015; Albiges 2018), Indigenous informants understood that the decision had the
consequence of perpetuating the local colonial myth of a pristine, unchanged
culture. Nonetheless, all parties involved on the project saw the use of strategic
essentialism as a short-term necessity for the political and economic benefit of
contemporaneous Indigenous peoples in Virginia.
Given Gallivan et al.’s and local Indigenous communities’ success with
applying strategic essentialism toward the interpretation of Werowocomoco’s
complex history, I believe the concept may be able to serve this dissertation as a
heuristic device for identifying Indigenous theoretical correlates to my EuroAmerican derived model of historical transition archaeology. The west’s
noticeable lack of historical, archaeological, and other cultural resources
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pertaining to Indigenous lifeways ca. 1646 A.D. to ~1720 A.D. means there is
little regional-specific data I can rely on to find such correlates particular to the
Rappahannock River. I must therefore geographically expand my investigation to
nearby regions with more robust archival or archaeological resource reporting.
Sources I utilize originate both from within Virginia, specifically from the
commonwealth’s major river valleys besides the Rappahannock (i.e., the York,
James, and Potomac Rivers) – as well as Indigenous knowledge and wisdom
disseminated in major research publications (i.e., academic press). While this
approach to strategic essentialism runs the risk of obscuring regional cultural
variation, the Werowocomoco Project’s successful use of it in uniting various
tribal collaborators from different geographic and linguistic historical backgrounds
suggests such risks may be worth taking if it in any way politically or
economically benefits contemporary Indigenous communities.
Indigenous Conceptions of Time and Practice
With these concerns now voiced, I now shift to the task of answering this
chapter’s first research question through careful use of strategic essentialism:
Does the historical transition approach to archaeology, as I have described it,
resonate with Indigenous knowledge and/or understandings of the key themes –
time and practice - which are integral to its formulation? As I mentioned earlier,
the answer to this question is yes, but complex.
On the topic of time, Indigenous scholars working in parts of North
America outside Virginia appear to share as much concern with Euro-American
“block time” models of the past as I voice in this dissertation (c.f. Bailey 2007;
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Gilchrist 2012; Hodder 2012; West-Pavlov 2013). Julien et al. (2008) –
archaeologists and historians of Mi’kmaq ancestry – argue that temporal
categories such as “Palaeo-Indian” obscure the true social complexity of people
since they tend to focus disproportionately on changes to material technology; as
the authors explain (Julien et al. 2008:43), such associations create illogical
human identities, like “horse people” or “wood people,” which provide limited
interpretive value. According to Mi’kmaq tribal elders (Julien et al. 2008:39),
reconstructing the past with an emphasis on “descent” is not only much more
socially just, but it also resonates closer with endemic Mi’kma’ki understandings
of their own history. Such alternative perspectives do not disregard western
“block time” knowledge outright (Julien et al. 2008:43); they appear to build off of
them, like how the Mi’kmaq use “Ancient People” and “No So Recent People” to
describe the Paleo and Archaic Periods. The improvements provide thoughtprovoking questions for future research as they force researchers to think beyond
just technological evolution.
Indigenous communities in Virginia also share a long historical tradition of
reckoning time in non- “block time” ways. Several 17th-century English colonists
independently described the region’s Powhatan Chiefdom calendrical system as
a five-season cycle that began with the return of migratory geese (Beverley
1947[1705]:11; Smith 1986b[1612]:156-157; Strachey 1953[1612]:72; see also
Pargellis 1959:241; Rountree 1989:49). Moreover, members of the Powhatan
Chiefdom also employed a lunar calendar that sub-divided the five-season cycle
into cyclically recurrent events, like when to begin deer hunting and when to plant
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agricultural staples (Pargellis 1959:241). During the latter decades of the 17thcentury English colonists John Lederer observed that some Powhatan groups
utilized “winter counts” (Rountree 1989:50). According to Lederer, “winter counts”
were a hybrid form of memory time-capsule and temporal calendar; they were
made of animal skins painted with a wheel containing sixty sections. Each
section was intricately designed to represent a particularly significant occurrence
that impacted a community’s history. In the Pamunkey tribe’s “winter count” on
such event included the arrival of English colonists, which were represented as
white swans expelling smoke and fire from their beaks (Rountree 1989:50).
Despite their differences, the Mi’kmaq and the Powhatan examples of
reckoning time provide some degree of Indigenous-sourced support for approach
to the archaeology of historical transitions. In the case of the Mi’kmaq, history is
something that does exist in words like “Paleo” or “Archaic” and the connotations
they draw to mind; it is an experience that persists into the present in less
punctual, revolutionary ways. For the Mi’kmaq, previous temporal periods/eras
were not populated with stone or “Ceramic Indians” (Julien et al. 2008:43); they
were filled with the Saqiwe’k L’nuk (i.e., Ancient People), the Mu Awsami
Saqiwe’k (i.e., Not So Recent People), and the Kejikawek L’nuk (i.e., Recent
People). Such categories disregard the “block time” fixation on
technological/survivalist thinking and suggest that contemporary Mi’kmaq interact
with their history in more complex, possibly even multi-scalar ways.
The Powhatan example of multiple calendrical systems offers an ideal
example of what I mean by multi-scalar experiences of the past. Rather than
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reckon time as linear, tribal communities comprising the Powhatan Chiefdom
organized time around seasonally reliable events and human experiences. The
generally held five-season cycle provided Indigenous communities with a
predictable way of planting and harvesting crops, as well as hunting and
gathering game and botanical goods. Couched within the five-season cycle was
a second strategy for reckoning time: a lunar month calendar. This cycle
provided Powhatan tribes with a more experiential way of navigating hunting and
planting seasons, in effect helping decide which specific days to begin farming or
looking for certain faunal or fauna resources. And perhaps what could be a good
example of a third system for reckoning time, the Powhatan “winter count”
operates on a less universal level. Such “counts” were unique to each tribe and
recorded the most noteworthy events they experienced in a given years’ time. If
the reader were to consider this emphasis on multi-scalar experience of the past,
in conjunction with Mi’kmaq’s emphasis on descent, I believe they will see strong
parallels with how I describe time earlier in this chapter: as some combination of
long-, medium-, and short-term human experiences.
With what I believe is adequate enough Indigenous support for my
conception of time now in hand, I wish to return back to the second key theme of
my historical transition approach to archaeology – practice. Earlier in this chapter
I quickly surmised the important elements of Bourdieu’ and Giddens’ theories of
meaningful human action and how to observe it. This process includes the
identification and understanding of a field (i.e., social context), habitus (i.e., suite
of knowledge and skills that agents use to engage in and understand their own
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actions), doxa (i.e., common-sense understandings that all agents share about a
given field), and symbolic capital (i.e., the communal system of materials and
ideas that discerns how an individual agent’s actions or perceptions conform to
or counter doxa). As is the case with time, a distinct thread of Indigenous
scholarship exists demonstrating intellectual resonance with my theorization of
practice (c.f. Atalay 2006; Cipolla et al. 2019; Colwell-Chanthaphonh et al. 2010).
For example, consider the work of Latin American scholars Pedro Paulo A.
Funari and Andrés Zarankin (2003).
In their investigation of middle-class households in Buenos Aires Funari
and Zarankin explicitly apply Bourdieu’s theories of practice in an effort to
demonstrate how and why 18th- and 19th-century colonial households (i.e., the
field under investigation) changed their style of architecture in the proceeding
decades (i.e., the practice under investigation). The archaeologists accept
Bourdieu’s (2011[1977]) premise that human socialization predominately takes
place in domestic contexts and that such contexts are products of practice and a
dialectical relationship between large-scale social structures (i.e., doxa) and the
habits/behaviors of household members (i.e., habitus). Because of this dialectical
relationship, Funari and Zarankin argue that the space where such processes
take place – the house structure – is likely to reflect a material representation of
the tension between social structure and individual agents. When the
archaeologists applied this hypothesis following an architectural-based survey of
colonial, chorizo, and “modern” house structures throughout Buenos Aires they
found architectural evidence suggesting middle-class families in the city, over
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time, modeled their homes with increasing consideration of capitalism and its
social consequences (Funari and Zarankin 2003:35-38).
As Funari and Zarankin explain (2003:36), these developments were not
imposed in a top-down way; individual families held unique interpretations of
capitalism’s broad impacts in Buenos Aires: power centralization and promotion
of individualistic ideology. Households during the late 19th through the 20th
century never received official orders by whatever central authority of their time
to re-model their houses in ways the emulated these emerging themes of the
time. Yet, Funari and Zarankin found that domestic groups took it upon
themselves to increase the division of space within their homes and to separate
themselves into smaller nuclear families where political-economic decision
making (and by association social capital) became exclusively associated with
homeowners, as opposed to family patriarchs that presided over large extendedfamily homes 18. This bottom-up perspective, according to the archaeologists
(Funari and Zarankin 2003:36; see also Silliman 2010:34-35), speaks more
accurately to historical experience than what the traditional grand narratives of
capitalism and its impacts on the world.
In the summer of 2017 Ashley Atkins Spivey, a member of Virginia’s
Pamunkey Indian Tribe, published a doctoral dissertation that examined the
history and archaeology of tribal subsistence practices and the community’s role
in developing the commonwealth’s local market-based economy. While she does
not cite Bourdieu, Giddens, or any other practice theory scholar outright in her
Funari and Zarankin (2009:37) note that genealogy was the primary way households assigned political-economic
authority prior to the rise of nuclear families.
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work as inspiration (e.g., De Certeau 1988[1984]), Atkins Spivey nonetheless
narrates her work in a way reminiscent of someone well read on such
discourses. Her repetitive description of Pamunkey activities in the past as
“practices” that continue into the present allude to an experience-based
perspective on history (Atkins Spivey 2017:1-17). Moreover, the way Atkins
Spivey (2017:4) describes particular contexts (i.e., fields) as arenas where
structure and individual agency interact and produce agent specific results (i.e.
doxa and symbolic capital) is evocative of Funari and Zarankin’s history of
Buenos Aires’ middle class households. Such similarities I believe are more than
just coincidence and likely reflect the intellectual applicability of practice theory to
the reconstruction of Indigenous Virginian history.
Given all of the information I provide surrounding Indigenous theorization
of time and practice, a careful use of strategic essentialism would dictate that my
vision of a historical transition approach to archaeology is generally in
accordance with Indigenous perspectives on both topics. I provide both
international and local precedents defending this claim, which I hope satisfies the
reader of any lingering apprehensions or doubts as to whether the EuroAmerican theorists I rely on are intellectually consistent with Indigenous
knowledge and beliefs. I now shift to answering the second research question
that organizes this chapter: Can archaeology focusing on Indigenous historical
transitions be ethical considering institutional forces (i.e., the state) favor “block
time” perspectives of the past?
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Finding Room for Ethical Archaeology
Although my previous discussions regarding Indigenous conceptions of time and
space lightly hint that my historical transition approach may be an ethical
exercise in professional practice, I do not believe it alone provides enough
evidence to make such a claim. As feminist archaeologists Marina La Salle and
Richard Hutchings (2018) alarmingly claim, professional archaeological practice
throughout the continent continues to operate in tangibly colonial ways despite
assurances to the contrary. In their review of three major academic journals in
North American archaeology (i.e., Journal of World Prehistory, Journal of
Archaeological Research, and American Antiquity), the authors found little
evidence that collaboration with Indigenous nations, communities, or tribes
increased despite its perception amongst professionals as the foremost means of
disciplinary decolonization (La Salle and Hutchings 2018:227; see also La Salle
and Hitchings 2016). Rather than becoming the professional norm, collaboration,
as of 2018, remained secluded primarily to small academic circles and their
network of publications. La Salle and Hutchings (2018:228-230) note that
Cultural Resource Management, the largest archaeological industry across the
continent, continues to operate in distinctly non-collaborative ways; such projects
instead rely on “consultation,” what the authors define as a form of “tokenism”
where western researchers provide economic incentive to Indigenous individuals
in return for the preservation of the former’s power to interpret and explain the
past.
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According to La Salle and Hutchings (2018:230; see also Ruibal et al.
2018), professional claims regarding archaeological decolonization can never
ring true unless non-Indigenous scholars relinquish their roles as primary- or codirectors of research. Both authors are insistent that such a condition is in
keeping with what scholars at the perceived vanguard of disciplinary
decolonization call for. La Salle and Hutchings (2018:230) cite the words of
Frantz Fanon (1963:37), Linda Tuhiwai Smith (2006:98), Aman Sium and
associates (2012), in addition to Eve Tuck and Wayne Yang (2012) to defend
their claim by noting each in their own way calls for a radical re-organization in
social relationships where Indigenous scholars take on full control and
sovereignty over research and CRM. Anything less than a complete transfer of
decision making “power,” according to La Salle and Hutchings (2018:230),
reveals a self-preservationist and hypocritical mindset that appears to correlate
with the profession’s continuing lack of demographic representation in either
academic or CRM work settings. La Salle and Hutchings (2018:231) allude that
one of the dangers of this form of intellectual inconsistency can be the explicit
exercise of hegemony over Indigenous people by outright excluding them as a
necessary component of collaborative research.
Given that this dissertation operates without direct Indigenous leadership,
the reader should not consider it as an exercise in disciplinary decolonization. As
Tuck and Yang (2012:3) stress, “[D]ecolonization is not a metaphor;” it requires
the explicit “repatriation of Indigenous land and life.” Interpreted another way,
decolonization requires the researcher to provide some form of tangible socio-
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economic benefit to Indigenous individuals, communities, and/or political
institutions and not just social justice
At this point you the reader may be asking yourself the following question:
if this dissertation is not decolonizing, how can it be ethical? I believe a possible
answer to this question exists in the works of feminist archaeologists Margaret
Conkey and Janet Spector (1984; see also Atkinson 1982; Kessler and McKenna
1985[1978]; Lamphere 1977; Minnich 1982; Ortner and Whitehead 1981; Quinn
1977; and Rapp 1979) and their intellectual descendants. Both scholars
spearheaded an intellectual movement in the discipline with the publication of
their historic essay that called attention archaeology’s complicity in the creation
of a “gender mythology.” This mythology, according to the authors (Conkey and
Spector 1984:6), operated on a problematic set of assumptions that identified
past men as the sole drivers of history and evolution 19 (i.e., biological,
technological, and cultural). Women, on the other, lacked such vivid roles. As
Conkey and Spector explain in their critique of popular archaeological studies of
the time:
Men are portrayed as more active, more important,
and more responsible for group maintenance and
protection than are women. Women are typically
presented as confined to a domestic sphere where
their activities and mobility patterns are allegedly
restricted by their roles as mother and wives. (Conkey
and Spector 1984:14)
Both archaeologists pointed to the popularity of a “presentist” philosophy in the
discipline, or the belief that the present-day social conditions were a direct
For examples of archaeological studies that exhibit this form of androcentrism, Conkey and Spector (1984:5-14)
highlight Binford and Binford (1968), Binford (1972), Isaac (1978), Laughlin (1968), Washburn and Lancaster (1968),
Winters 1968, and Yellen (1977).
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continuation of those in the past (i.e., “block time” thinking), as the primary culprit
behind the field’s archaic understandings of gender (Conkey and Spector
1984:5).
Spector (1982, 2009[1993]) believed a more contextual approach to
research could solve archaeology’s problems with gender. She insisted that
future archaeological research embrace calls by critical theorists (i.e., Minnich
1982; Morgen 1989; Moore 1988) to recognize how present-day assumptions
about identity, politics, and other socially charged topics impact professional
interpretations of the past. To accomplish this goal in a way that was palatable
for archaeologists unfamiliar with such discourses, Spector (2009[1993]:192 20)
recommended a unique use of ethnoarchaeology (or ethnohistory). Entitled the
“task-differentiation framework,” this approach to archaeological research called
for an explicit re-conceptualization of gender dynamics through a focus on
detailed analysis of past activities (i.e., human practices; Spector
2009[1993]:189). This included the identifications of a past activity, activity
performers and all of their potential social roles within their community, activity
chronology, spatial boundaries of the activity area, and all associated material
culture, including artifacts and structural features (Conkey and Spector 1984:2526). Furthermore, the “task-differentiation framework” also called for critical use
of ethnographic and documentary resources; both, according to Spector

Actual page citation may vary depending on which version of Spector’s What this Awl Means that the reader
references. This dissertation utilized the e-book edition sold through Amazon.com, which varies page numbers of
the original source depending on Kindle Cloud Reader text settings.
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(2009[1993]:237), offered archaeologists invaluable help in modeling past
activities to then test through archaeological investigations.
Before continuing, I believe it important to note how Conkey and Spector’s
call for more contextual archaeology resonated with the discipline’s early postprocessual movement. Defined in large part by the works of Ian Hodder (1985,
1989, 1991), Michael Shanks (1998) and Christopher Tilley (2020), postprocessualists actively sought to fundamentally redesign archaeology into a
humanistic science of meaning, history, politics, and practice. This process
included a direct disavowal of Lewis Binford’s (1962, 1964, 1965) “New
Archaeology,” which defined the discipline as a science of adaptation, culture
systems, and the construction of science-like laws of human culture. Postprocessualists were inspired by prevailing post-structuralism and post-modern
discourses of the early 1980s and 1990s to push against institutional knowledge
and tackle historical subjects often deemed irrelevant just decades prior (see
Gannon and Davies 2007 for a review; Ardener 1985; Britzman 1995) In addition
to studies of gender, archaeological investigations of historic practice (Conkey
and Gero 1997; Dobres and Robb 2000; Pauketat 2001), materiality (GravesBrown 2000), and identity (Dietler 1994; Lahiri 2000) flourished during the early
years of the post-processual movement as more and more archaeologists began
conceiving of material culture in more multi-faceted ways with their human
creators. By the turn of the 21st century, ideas surrounding postmodernism, poststructuralism, Marxism, semiotics, and other like theories had become the
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prevailing paradigm of archaeological discourse (c.f., Bapty and Yates 2014;
Hodder 1989; Knapp 1996; Preucel 2008).
Conclusion
The grand conclusion that the reader should take from my discussions of
Conkey, Spector, and other post-processual scholars is this: while my historical
transition approach to archaeology may not be decolonizing, it can still be
considered nominally ethical. Not only does my approach follow in the postprocessual trajectory of the discipline in ways that avoid the problematic of
processual thinking (i.e., ideas of universal culture systems and the construction
of science-like laws explaining human behavior), it also generally mirrors Conkey
and Spector’s successful method that they use to deconstruct one particular form
of colonial discourse (i.e., “gender mythology”). While I cannot guarantee this
dissertation can obtain the same aspirational goals as the scholars I highlight, I
do believe that such circumstances provide intellectual safety-guards that can, at
minimum, help avoid reproducing colonial ideologies surrounding Indigenous
peoples.
In the next chapter of this dissertation, I begin the task of reconstructing
Rappahannock River Indigenous history utilizing my vetted historical transition
approach. As I will go into further detail later, at certain times this process entails
the compressions of large swaths (i.e., centuries and/or millennia) of time that
traditional “block time” models often separate into different phases or eras. In
other instances, the process of reconstructing Indigenous Rappahannock River
history will take a much more intimate approach and follow the past on a more
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year-to-year basis. Ultimately, my way of reconstructing the past will show that
not only are there two significant historical transitions in the Rappahannock
Rivers past prior to the arrival of English colonists, a third one likely exists that
western scholars overlook. This third transition, as I will argue in the next
chapter, takes place sometime during Virginia’s Post-Contact era (ca. 1646 ~1720 A.D.).
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Chapter 3: Indigenous Rappahannock River History – A Story of
Transitions
The reconstruction of Indigenous lifeways along the Rappahannock River that I
present in this chapter relies heavily on preexisting historical and archaeological
knowledge sources that espouse “block time” perspectives of the past. As I
discussed earlier in Chapter 1, “block time” refers to models of Indigenous history
that espouse unilineal, progressive, and “evolutionism”-based ideologies. In
many instances “block time” manifests itself in the period/era imaginings of the
past where classifications like Paleoindian, Archaic, and Woodland appear
frequently in professional reporting or public education materials). Furthermore,
changes to technology or survival behaviors commonly serve as the primary
barometers by which western-trained scholars decide when one particular
era/period begins or ends.
I rely on the findings of “block time” sources for two reasons: 1) Westerntrained scholars explicitly critical of such models still identify them as starting
points for innovative research (see Crellin 2020:234); and 2) “block time”
perspectives either guide or inform most, if not all, archaeological and historical
research, past and present, of Virginia’s various Indigenous communities (see
Chapter 1; c.f., Virginia Department of Historic Resources 2017; Egloff and
Woodward 2006; Moore and Means 2020; Reinhart and Hodges 1991, 1992).
Ignoring decades of intensive, systematic research on a given topic incorrectly
presumes that such work has no professional merit and/or significance for
regional Indigenous communities. The latter presumption is especially dangerous
since “block time” histories continue to serve as the standard of proof of historical
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integrity for federal recognition applications in the United States (Gallivan et al.
2011). Therefore, radical deviations from such histories run the risk of causing
political economic harm to Virginia’s contemporary Indigenous tribes.
Considering these factors, I believe I must make every effort to avoid the
negative consequences that can result from radical deviation from officially
accepted views of such pasts. “Official” in this case refers to the understandings
of Indigenous Rappahannock history accepted by state and national
governmental bodies and agencies. Throughout each stage of research
conducted for this dissertation, pragmatic concerns of contemporary political and
economic conditions impacting Indigenous Rappahannock River communities
have been a primary concern. Despite its proverbial fame as the origin of the
United States, the commonwealth of Virginia had not had any local Indigenous
communities receive federal government recognition until the recognition of the
Pamunkey Tribe during the summer of 2015. The contemporary Rappahannock
Tribe, the largest Indigenous community ancestrally tied to Coastal Plain portion
of their namesake river and one of the first groups encountered by John Smith
during his travels in 1607, did not receive federal recognition until January 12,
2018 (Albigies 2018). Although the means of recognition differed for each
community, both were required to produce comprehensive reporting on their
respective tribal histories in the region that demonstrated centuries of continued
occupation in reservation or other ancestral lands, group identity, and cultural
traditions. Given the economic scale of such an endeavor, research efforts relied
heavily on decades of archaeological fieldwork conducted by and for non-tribal
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individuals and non-profit/for-profit institutions that historically may not have had
much interest in local Native research questions
By being reliant on reporting that implements “block time” perspectives of
the past, Indigenous Virginians like the Rappahannock Tribe face a complex
challenge whereby they are cornered to some degree into incorporating western
and/or colonially derived narratives of their past regardless of how well they
match with communally endemic understandings or traditions. Still, it is important
to note that this process is one of translation and often occurs in consideration of
community economic needs. To further elucidate this point, take for example
contemporary Indigenous groups lacking pristine reservation lands, like the
Rappahannock Tribe. Such groups often face difficult circumstances whereby if
they wish to create a residential home for their people on ancestral lands they
need to re-purchase properties previously sold in such locations. If such lands
are owned by local, state, or federal governments, federally recognized
Indigenous groups have the right to obtain ownership by demonstrating
continued historical and cultural affiliation to the area contingent on their ability to
produce legally acceptable proof of the claim (Bureau of Indian Affairs [BIA]
1997:44-58). Standards of proof are defined independently by the relevant
government agencies and are commonly deferential to the reporting and opinions
of other like entities. This condition creates an intellectual closed-circuit that
generates implicit institutional expectations of particular facts and historical
interpretations that often retain the trappings of colonial-era ideologies (Fletcher
2006; Miller 2004; Paschal 1991). Indigenous groups seeking land repatriation
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may choose to take short-term advantage of such western knowledge to improve
their chances at legal success. However, when such efforts are no longer
necessary, they are quickly disregarded without much concern for western
audiences (Bhabha 1995:84-90).
Since the Rappahannock Tribe of Virginia is currently undergoing various
land reclamation projects at the time of this dissertation’s writing (see
Chesapeake Bay Magazine 2017 for most recent example), care and attention
must be placed to not create potentially disruptive or harmful professional
assessments that could jeopardize ongoing legal negotiations. Despite its
intellectual limitations, the functional model of precolonial Virginia history still
stands as the official (i.e., governmental) interpretation of the state’s Indigenous
past (see Virginia Department of Historic Resources 2018). Cases brought
before the state courts must therefore rely on this baseline to establish
precedent, standing, and merit for Indigenous repatriation claims. Without
working in explicit collaboration with the Rappahannock government or legal
counsel, it would be impossible, and likely unethical, to determine with
confidence how a challenge to the current legally accepted view of the
Rappahannock past could be manipulated positively or negatively against their
political and economic interests.
The history I present in this chapter is therefore a compliment to existing
historical knowledge, not a wholesale replacement. This belief operates within an
ontological framework promoting careful use of Spivak’s concept of strategic
essentialism (see Chapter 2, one that follows in the steps of Virginia
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anthropologists/archaeologists Martin Gallivan, Danielle Moretti-Langholtz, and
Buck Woodard (Gallivan et al. 2011). Instead of outright disregarding “block time”
histories, this dissertation strategically chooses to build upon various elements of
them that resonate with contemporary Rappahannock conceptions of tribal
identity. The resulting narrative therefore does not attempt to deconstruct
decades of archaeological research that supported the Rappahannock Tribe’s
successful recognition efforts, but rather it seeks to refine this knowledge into a
more humanistic representation of the past that illuminates new social ties linking
contemporary descendent community and their ancestors. Ultimately, however, it
is for the Rappahannock Tribe to decide the value and usefulness of this
document regarding their short- and long-term community goals.
I now feel it is an appropriate time to introduce the two research questions
that structure the remainder of this chapter: 1) How does my historical transition
approach to archaeology, as outlined in earlier chapters, inform the way I
reconstruct Indigenous Rappahannock River history? and 2) Are there episodes
in Indigenous Rappahannock River history that can be considered transitional in
ways that prevailing “block time” narratives ignore (i.e., ones not based solely on
technology or survival behaviors)? My answer to the first question entails the
adoption of a chronological perspective that carefully navigates archaeology’s
ontological divide between “prehistoric” and “historic” (i.e., following sustained
contact with Europeans) evidence and the use, on strategic essentialism
grounds, of Indigenous ways or understanding the past that do not necessarily
originate from Virginia’s contemporary geographic borders. The answer to my
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second question is yes; and that they appear to relate more to domestic practice
than they do to innovations in technology or daily survival behaviors.
Translating Theory into Interpretation
In his critique of archaeology’s legacy of maintaining an intellectual divide
between Indigenous “prehistoric” and “historic” (i.e. following sustained contact
with Europeans) knowledge and lifeways, archaeologist Stephen Silliman
(2010:268; c.f., Scheiber and Mitchell 2010; Rubertone 2000) poses two
compelling questions to the discipline, “How far back in time do archaeologists try
to narrate […] Indigenous histories, and how do they bear on native cultural
practices and outlooks during colonial and postcolonial periods?” Archaeology’s
ability to access artifactual, architectural, and biological remains of millennia-old
cultural histories should not overshadow the fact that the discipline does not hold
exclusive license to authorize its employment. To do so without critical
consideration of archaeological and historical context, contemporary political and
economic circumstances, and the needs and desires of descendant communities
runs the risk of reproducing the insidious colonial tendencies of the profession 21.
Silliman (2010:269) identifies three cases when use of archaeology’s long-term
perspective avoids such mishaps: 1) when Indigenous oral histories/traditions
link communities to “deep pasts”; 2) when physical landscapes have been in
long-term use for subsistence, social, and spiritual reasons; and 3) when
contemporary communities desire material evidence that connects them to
particular places and things for long periods of cultural and/or calendrical time.
For more discussion on how ignorance of these topics negatively impacts archaeological practice see: Atalay
2006; Orser Jr, 2013; Schmidt and Pikirayi (2016); Van Dommelen 2011; Wylie 2015.
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I believe the historical reconstruction that follows in later pages meets all
three of Silliman’s theoretical conditions. Indigenous communities residing along
the Coastal Plain portion of the Rappahannock River Valley today maintain
“deep”, millennia-old oral histories and traditions regarding past and present
lifeways and their local physical landscape (see Mooney 1907; Speck 1925:2583; Klein and Sanford 2004; Ragan 2006). Moreover, with the recent passage of
the Thomasina E. Jordan Indian Tribes of Virginia Federal Recognition Act of
2017 by the United States Congress, which officially granted federal recognition
status to six Virginia-based tribes including the Rappahannock, Indigenous
communities across the state have begun collaborating to varying degrees with
local non-Indigenous archaeologists and historians in an effort to improve upon
the region’s outdated corpus of knowledge 22. For some groups, like the
Rappahannock Tribe, such efforts are long overdue and are already providing
invaluable insights into their past that challenge decades-old understandings of
regional political and economic social dynamics during several of the region’s
“block times” (i.e., Late Woodland, Protohistoric, and Contact periods; see
Strickland et al. 2016).
The long-term historical perspective I adopt in this chapter is in keeping
with an approach already successful in Virginia; this being Gallivan’s (2003:179,
2011:306, 2016:8) “deep historical” anthropology. This perspective explicitly
assumes that any attempt at anthropological understanding of the past requires
an exhaustive investigation of the long-term history of a community and its
For examples see: Gallivan and Moretti-Langholtz 2007; Gallivan et al. 2011; Hantman 2018; Strickland et al.
2016
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regional landscape. In the case of Native American societies, historical
consideration may, and often does, extend beyond the limitations of the
documentary record (c.f., Hayashida 2005; Hodder 1987; Mitchell and Scheiber
2010; Pauketat 2001). Historical reconstruction thus requires a negotiation of
archaeological- and ethnohistorical-based knowledge. According to archaeologist
Martin Gallivan (2003:179, 2016:13-16), archaeology and ethnohistory work in
tandem to produce socially meaningful, anthropologically significant narratives
that chronicle a community's history. However, this partnership is also replete
with tension since archaeology also serves as an evaluator of ethnohistoricalbased claims regarding the past (c.f., Brown III 1973; Charlton 1981; Trigger
1982).
As I mentioned earlier, my answer to this chapter’s first research question
consists of two parts. Gallivan’s “deep historical” anthropology provides a longform answer to the first of these; it is tried-and-tested rubric for navigating the
ontological divide between archaeologies of “prehistory” and “history.” In order to
elaborate upon the second part of my solution - the use, on strategic essentialism
grounds, of Indigenous ways or understanding the past – I must briefly revisit my
earlier discussion on the topic of Indigenous conceptions of time (see Chapter 2).
In this discussion, I examined several examples of ways Indigenous
communities, both within and outside Virginia, conceived of the past in non“block time” ways. One case in particular – that of the Mi’kmaq – involved the
discovery of an Indigenous means of using western-based knowledge in a
manner more resonant with the community’s concerns regarding the past (Julien
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et al. 2008). While this method was developed by Mi’kmaq people specifically for
Mi’kmaq-based research, I believe it is intellectually adaptable enough to work
successfully in a Virginian context. I have two arguments to support this
assertion. Firstly, rather than disregard existing “block time” knowledge, Julien et
al’s (2008:43) approach to historical reconstruction finds intellectual room for
them in their new interpretive framework. In the case of the Rappahannock River,
where “block time”-based information comprises the bulk of existing knowledge, I
believe such flexibility is necessary by default if any meaningful reconstruction of
history is to take place; without it, local Indigenous communities in the region
would likely face some form of attack on their ancestral links to past
communities.
The second reason I believe Julien et al.’s approach to historical
reconstruction can apply to a Virginia context is because it relies on notions of
experience to describe and understand the past. Rather than a product of
revolutionary changes to technologies or survival behaviors, the Mi’kmaq believe
that history is a product of past experiences that socially connect people in the
present to their ancestors (Julien et al. 2008:52). These ideas are reminiscent of
a worldview that emphasizes practice, another major theoretical consideration of
my work. As I discuss earlier, leading theorists behind the study of practice
convincingly argue that research perspectives emphasizing human action as the
object of study tend to produce more humane, colonially sanitized, and
communally resonant understandings of how Indigenous societies function in
both the past and present.
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With what I hope is enough justification for my decision to use Julien et
al.’s method of reconstructing history, I will now begin summarizing my unique
changes that make it more sensitive to the Virginia context. While Mi’kmaq
temporal categories (i.e., “Ancient People” and “Not So Recent People”) are
tempting to employ in my study since Indigenous tribes in Virginia commonly
employ a descent-perspective when they discuss their histories with the western
public (c.f., Atkins Spivey 2017; Rappahannock Tribe 2020; Strickland et al.
2016), I feel that doing so would represent a form of intellectual overreach that I
am explicitly trying to avoid. As someone that is not a member of an Indigenous
tribe in Virginia and that is not fully versed in all oral traditions of the region,
identities like “Ancient People” and “Not So Recent People” may obscure, or
even misrepresent, how Indigenous Virginians relate to their ancestors or
experience their history. I therefore reconstruct my Indigenous Rappahannock
River history using temporal categories that focus on practices and experiences
of them. In particular, I focus my efforts on Indigenous domestic activities that fall
within the general purview of production, consumption, and exchange. As I will
explain in further detail later, the interrelationship between the three practices
comprise what regional western-trained archaeologists call domestic “funds of
power” – of the capacity for individual households to exercise political-economic
decision making free of influence and the ability of those same groups to
influence to lives of others in their community. Exploring how these practices
changed over time has already enabled at least one western-trained
archaeologist to find the limitations of exiting “block time” frameworks in Virginia
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and to begin finding alternatives that were more sensitive to Indigenous lived
experience (see Gallivan 2003). In my case, exploring how domestic “funds of
power” changed over time along the Rappahannock River, and beyond, inspired
me to create a three-part temporal framework (i.e., Historical Transition #1,
Historical Transition #2, and Historical Transition #3) that accounted for what I
believed were significant periods in time when domestic production,
consumption, and exchange practices across Virginia underwent noteworthy
transformations.
Finding Transitions Hidden by “Block Time”
In a way the discussion above is an introduction to my answer to this chapter’s
second research question: Are there episodes in Indigenous Rappahannock
River history that can be considered transitional in ways that prevailing “block
time” narratives ignore (i.e., ones not based solely on technology or survival
behaviors). What follows in this chapter is the first part of my historical
reconstruction of Indigenous Rappahannock River history. Chronologically
speaking, this section covers the time in Virginia’s past between 8000 B.C. and
1607 A.D.; this corresponds with the first two historical transitions of my threepart framework. I discuss the origins and form of the third historical transition in
Chapter 4 and 5; I therefore ask the reader for patience and understanding when
they see no mention of a third historical transitions in the remaining pages of this
chapter.
From the perspective of "deep" historical anthropology, any examination of
a community's history requires an analysis of that group's local geography.
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Archaeology has systematically demonstrated the importance of historical
landscapes and their impacts on human social development (see Dincauze
2000). Environments simultaneously constrain and enable certain human
practices, such as those related to subsistence; in turn, these practices often
reshape the local geography, resulting in a new set of physical conditions that
social groups must negotiate. Thus, an anthropologically rigorous historical
narrative of any community requires careful consideration of humanenvironmental contingencies.
The study area for this dissertation, the Rappahannock River Valley, is
situated along the Atlantic slope of the North American Continent. The
Rappahannock River measures roughly 184 miles in total length with its
headwaters located at the Chester Gap within Virginia's Blue Ridge Mountains.
Approximately 2,715 square miles, or about 6% of Virginia Commonwealth’s total
land area, are drained into the river each year. Water drainage tends to run
diagonally across the Coastal Plain eastward to the Chesapeake Bay and
Atlantic Ocean. About 51% of the watershed is forested. The remaining areas
support a variety of human-oriented land uses, including agriculture and lowdensity residential areas.
The Coastal Plain portion of the Rappahannock River, the main focus of
this dissertation, lies between the Chesapeake Bay to the East and the Atlantic
Fall Line to the west. Within Virginia, the commonwealth’s Fall Line is the point at
which east-flowing rivers originating in the Blue Ridge Mountains cross over into
the state's low-lying Coastal Plain wetlands. Total area of the Coastal Plain
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varied through time. The maximum lateral extent of the region shrank from a
peak of about 335km, measured from the western Fall Line to the Chesapeake
Bay coast, during the Pleistocene (ending c. 15,000 years ago). The Coastal
Plain's current west to east extent, originating during the Holocene (c. 15,000
years ago to present), measures about 184 km. Geologically, a series of
southeasterly dipping layers of unconsolidated sediments underlines the Virginia
Coastal Plain (Dent Jr. 2007[1995]:72). These sediments consist of various
sandy and clay soils, and to a lesser extent gravel deposits consisting primarily of
quartzite and quartz materials. Much of the unconsolidated sediments present
within the Coastal Plain were transported to the region through river systems
passing through the western Piedmont plateau, which provided the region with
ample supplies of high-quality lithic material suitable for prehistoric stone
technology (Vokes and Edwards 1974:47-56). Intermittent wetlands and soils
productive enough to support considerable agricultural yields line each bank of
the Rappahannock River, as well as the other major river valleys (i.e., James,
York, and Potomac) of the Coastal Plain. Salt water and brackish marshes in the
remaining areas of the region also provide ecosystems that support thriving
communities of oysters, a variety of anadromous fish, and migratory birds.
The Virginia Coastal Plain is the product of a 12,000-year process in
which glacial conditions characterizing the Pleistocene (ca. 15,000 - 14,000
years ago) gave way to warmer temperatures and rising sea levels marking the
onset of the Holocene (ca. 3,000 years ago) (Gallivan 2003:12 [cites Brush 1986;
Carbone 1976; and Dent Jr. 2007 [1995]). It was during the Holocene period that
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climatological conditions approximated their modern state (Brush 1986:151) and
the formation of the Chesapeake Bay, of which the Rappahannock is a principal
tributary, was completed. Limited changes to vegetation occur following the onset
of the Holocene.
Analyses of pollen data originating from the Indian Creek Site (LeeDecker
1991:31-34) suggest the transition from the Pleistocene to the early Holocene
(approximately 7,660 years ago) within the northern half Virginia's Coastal Plain
resulted in an overall increase of birch and oak arboreal forests and a decrease
to alder, pine, and spruce varieties. Until about 5,000 years ago, warmer and
moister climates in the region led to further reductions of pine as well as birch; in
their place’s oak, hazelnut, alder, maple, black gum, beech, ash, and walnut
begin dominating the local ecosystem. From the period between 5,000 and 3,860
years ago, drier conditions resulted in another arboreal shift, leading to oak
becoming the dominant regional arboreal species, in addition to pine, hickory,
and walnut (Dent Jr. 2007[1995]:86). After this phase, lasting until about 1,770
years ago, arboreal species experienced a sharp reduction in terms of
representation within the pollen record. In their place herbaceous species,
notably legumes, elderberry, blueberry, and arrowroot, flourish. The current
botanical ecosystem (i.e. post 1,770 years ago) witnessed a return of mixed
deciduous forests, but herbaceous species, namely the ones mentioned,
maintained their dominance within the landscape.
The Coastal Plain's Holocene period can be classified as a protracted era
of climatic amelioration that resulted in the construction of a variety of

86

environments replete with rich and diverse sets faunal species that were
essential to Native American subsistence practices (Whitehead 1972:312). The
current temperate climate of the region, with its generally predictable rainfall
patterns, fostered the development of shellfish beds, wetlands, anadromous fish
runs, and upland deciduous forests (Dent Jr. 2007[1995]:85). Within the forests,
the extinction of megafauna enabled key terrestrial animal populations, notably
whitetail deer, wapiti (elk), turkey, bear, and waterfowl to experience population
booms that supported Virginia's earliest human populations. Estuarine aquatic
communities (i.e., shellfish beds, wetlands, and fish runs) became populated with
protein-rich fauna, including oyster, blue crab, and 200 different varieties of
migratory and resident fish (Dent Jr. 2007[1995]:93). When considered in
tandem, the potential bounties of terrestrial and aquatic contexts provided
Virginia's Native communities with reliable, seasonally based subsistence
options.
Although never achieving the same scale of results as the Pleistocene Holocene transition, two late “Pre-Contact”, “early-Contact” dating climatological
events are worth noting due to their potential impacts on the development of the
Rappahannock River's current environment. The first event is the Medieval Warm
Interval (ca. 1000 - 1300 A.D.). During these three centuries, hotter average
temperatures drier conditions permeated the river valley. While circumstantial,
these dates happen to correspond with the widespread appearance of maizebased horticulture throughout the Mid Atlantic 23 portion of the modern United
23

States comprising the Mid-Atlantic region of the United States includes Virginia, West Virginia, Maryland,
Delaware, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and New York

87

States. Gallivan (2003:16) notes that while assigning direct correlation between
the events is problematic, contemporaneous historical developments, including
population expansion and the availability of productive cultigens from sources
west and south, suggest the Medieval Warm Interval could have facilitated the
decision by Native Virginians to abandon stressed wildlife resources in favor of
food production.
Following the Medieval Warm Interval, the Chesapeake entered into what
climatologists label The Little Ice Age (ca. 1350 - 1750 A.D.). During this period,
average temperatures in the Northern Hemisphere decreased to about 3.5
degrees Fahrenheit below modern conditions (Grove 1990). This temperature
change, which coincided temporally with archaeological evidence pertaining to
the rise of complex chiefdoms in the Chesapeake (Gallivan 2003:18), ushered in
a period of even drier and cooler conditions that likely affected the productivity of
horticultural/agricultural resources. Archaeologist Dennis Blanton (2000)
conducted a dendrochronological analysis of bald cypress tress still standing
near Jamestown Island along the James River and identified a series of severe
drought episodes plaguing the Coastal Plain during its most recent 800 year
history, with one of the worst cases occurring between 1606 to 1612 A.D. English
historical accounts dating between 1606 to 1612 A.D. identifying drought-like
conditions in the colony corroborate Blanton's evidence and go further in
describing this period as the colony’s "Starving Times" (Haile 1998; Herrmann
2011). According to these 17th century sources, the droughts of the "Starving
Times" were so dire that English colonists were forced to consume leather scraps
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and, in one instance, human flesh. While the impacts of the Little Ice Age
droughts on historic Native populations are less clear, the severe scene
portrayed by the English suggests past indigenous communities contended with
episodic hostile climates that may have supported the innovation of new
subsistence practices and social organization strategies as coping mechanisms.
Historical Transition #1
Key Features:
•
•
•
•
•

Reduction in overall domestic mobility
Earliest archaeological evidence of social differentiation
Limited expansions of domestic production activities.
Increases in group consumption
Archaeological evidence of little competition for foreign goods

The densely populated communities documented by John Smith during his
journey along the Rappahannock River in 1607 A.D. convinced him that Native
residents maintained a long-standing historical presence within the region.
However, archaeological reality is less clear. To date, archaeologists have
documented only two Paleo-Indian settlements (ca. 15000 – 8000 B.C.) along
the river valley at Richmond County, the one jurisdiction in the region that
experienced some degree of systematic archaeological survey in the past
(Strickland et al. 2016:14; see also Klein 1996:245). Investigations of PaleoIndian sites conducted elsewhere in Virginia's Chesapeake region observed
higher distributions of these sites south of the James River (see Wittkofski and
Reinhart 1989), where high water tables and low landforms created an
abundance of marshes in an overall cooler climate. These marshes had not
formed in any significant capacity anywhere north (i.e., the Rappahannock) of the
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James during this time (Strickland et al. 2016:14 [cites Dent Jr. 1995]).
Beginning around 8000 B.C., the Rappahannock River Valley experienced
a period of warming temperatures, rising sea levels, and increasing marshland
formation, all of which characterized the type of environment favored by,
according to “block time” accounts, Virginia's Paleo-Indian residents. This new
climate resulted in more humans arriving to the region, albeit at uneven rates
(Turner 1976:241). The exact size of populations moving to the Rappahannock
River, and the speed by which they expanded, however, is unclear. E. Randolph
Turner III (1976:241, 244) argued that occupation of the Rappahannock began in
earnest sometime around 1000 B.C. However, this assessment is based on the
presence of archaeological evidence dating to the timeframe from only one
county along the river, Richmond County. Klein and Sanford (1996:245)
expanded on Turner III's survey and identified more archaeological sites dating
prior to 1000 B.C., but the quantity was so small that they concluded that humans
did not occupy the river valley much before 200 B.C. Strickland et al.'s (2016)
most recent assessment of artifacts originating from the Rappahannock River
demonstrated uneven evidence of older settlements within the region. Private
collections obtained from local property owners currently residing along the River
contained lithic objects (i.e. projectile points and other stone tools) dating from as
early as the 8000 B.C. mixed with early Indigenous ceramics that dated between
1200 – 500 B.C. Based on their findings, Strickland et al. (2016:14) believe initial
human migration into the valley originated in the west, and that certain parts of
the valley were settled at different points in time for either hunting and foraging or
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agricultural needs.
Regardless of the exact age of the Rappahannock River's earliest human
settlements, regional archaeological assessments agree that sustained
occupation likely began sometime during the region’s period. Statewide
archaeological evidence dating between 8000 B.C. - 1200 B.C. suggest Native
Virginians organized themselves into relatively small groups of mobile huntergatherers and engaged in a repertoire of practices oriented towards a
subsistence-based economy (Reinhart and Hodges 1990, 1991). Communities, if
present, tended to be small and mostly settled near productive resource areas
(i.e., quarries, wetlands, and forest edges). Over time, however, groups began to
coalesce and formed seasonally re-occupied networks of base and resource
extraction camps. Within the archaeological record, these sites are often
identified as obscure and ephemeral lithic scatters, at times a couple square
meters in size, which often collapse multiple periods of occupation into one
stratigraphic deposit of materials (Dent Jr. 2007[1995]:170). As the Pleistocene
transitioned into the Holocene, hunter-gatherers within the region negotiated the
dawn of a radically new, ecologically rich environment that became increasingly
stable and dependable. At the close of the of region’s “Archaic Period” (ca. 1200
B.C.), archaeological evidence suggests Indigenous populations capitalized on
that stability and dependability by intensifying natural resource extraction to an
unprecedented scale (Dent Jr. 2007[1995]:194-213). For Dent Jr.
(2007[1995]:210-214), the onset of this intensification effort marked a significant
shift in social relations away from episodic instances of cooperation towards
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instances of structured, inter-dependent labor pools reliant on each other for
survival.
Historical information regarding the centuries between 1200 B.C. and 200
A.D. (i.e., the region’s Early and Middle Woodland I eras) along the
Rappahannock River Valley are, compared to the rest of Virginia, poorly
understood. Elsewhere in the Coastal Plain, archaeologists interpret the “Early
and Middle Woodland I” periods as a time of relative cultural continuity from
previous cultural norms (Reinhart and Hodges 1991, 1992). Archaeological
evidence across the region suggests Native Virginians continue to be highly
mobile and utilize networks of base and resource extraction camp for daily life
needs; though, the average size of these settlements (~1 ha.) suggest large
spikes in population growth. Plant use intensification, particularly of species that
would later evolve into regional domesticates (Dent Jr. 1995:243), rapidly
increases during “Early Woodland into Middle Woodland I” centuries to
accommodate growing populations. Though still engaged primarily in migratory
hunting and gathering, Native communities during the Early Woodland and
Middle Woodland I begin constructing subsurface storage pits in higher
frequencies than preceding centuries, signaling the beginning of a potential shift
toward more sedentary lifestyles (Gallivan 2003:101-103).
Within this context of relative social organization continuity, westerntrained archaeologists identify one unique material culture innovation as an
indicator marking the end of the “Archaic” period and the onset of “Early/Middle
Woodland I” years – the invention of pottery. The introduction of ceramic
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technology across the Virginia Coastal Plain likely served as a driving force in the
evolution of regional settlement dynamics (Egloff 1985; Gallivan 2003:127-131;
Gleach 1987; Turner III 1993:83 with the ability to store foraged foodstuffs for
long periods of time (i.e., seasonally) Indigenous communities created locally
managed landscapes that required less extensive, geographically far-reaching
mobility practices to acquire resources for domestic consumption. The networks
of base and resource extraction camps likely constricted in scale over time as
populations within the former increased in step with their ability to support such
demographic expansions.
While it is difficult to assign identity to objects (c.f., Blackmore 2011; DiazAndreu and Champion 2014; Graves-Brown et al. 2013; Insoll 2007; Pitts 2007;
Potter 1999), archaeologists working in Virginia's Coastal Plain believe ancestors
of Algonquian-speaking populations begin leaving permanent material footprints
in the archaeological record sometime during the “Middle Woodland II” era (ca.
200 - 900 A.D.; Reinhart and Hodges 1992). Over the course of seven centuries
multiple waves of Indigenous families, likely originating in America’s New
England region, traveled south to Virginia likely to take advantage of the state’s
warming temperatures and abundance of botanical and faunal resources (Feest
1978). Fiedel (1987, 1990) and Potter (1993:103-114) argue that evidence of
these migrations is reflected within the region's ceramic assemblages dating to
this period. During this period, crushed rock- and sand-tempered ceramic types
within earliest dating settlements are entirely replaced with a new shell-tempered
variety that past Virginia archaeologists identified as Mockley across the Coastal
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Plain (Egloff and Potter 1982:103-104). The number of Native settlements within
the region dramatically increases after 200 A.D., reflected by increased numbers
of archaeological sites producing radiocarbon dates falling with “Middle
Woodland II” parameters. Within “Middle Woodland II” settlements, sedentism
appears to increase through time in conjunction with continued population growth
(Gallivan 2003:75-87).
Before continuing, I would like to concisely summarize what I mean by the
term “migrations” considering recent academic discourses on the subject of
historic mobility (c.f., Adey et al. 2014; Beaudry and Parno 2013; Leary 2014;
Lelievre 2017; Lelievre and Marshall 2015). I envision Algonquian migrations
during the “Middle Woodland” centuries to be episodic and variable. Some
linguistic and archaeological researchers have argued Algonquian-speakers
arriving to Virginia’s Coastal Plain in the “Middle Woodland” era may have
encountered an “Archaic Coastal” group of Algonquian-speakers that were there
before them (Gallivan 2016:100; Luckenbach et al. 1987; Siebert 1967, 1975),
suggesting such migrations were not historically unprecedented. These two
groups, likely organized in extended families of varying sizes, assimilated with
each other and, by the 17th century, created a regional dialect of Eastern
Algonquian that was in use throughout the Coastal Plain.
The emergence of spatially discrete distributions of ceramic styles dating
to the “Middle Woodland II” period suggest the existence of porous, yet loosely
defined boundaries between Algonquian-speaking and Siouxan-speaking
communities throughout the Coastal Plain and across the Fall Line. Along the
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Rappahannock River, two ceramic types - one west and one east of the Fall
Line 24 - dominate “Middle Woodland II” archaeological assemblages (Egloff and
Potter 1982). The primary style present within the Coastal Plain at this time,
Mockley, was likely developed and disseminated (i.e., physically or intellectually)
by the newly arriving Algonquian women (see Atkins-Spivey 2017). West of the
Fall Line in the Piedmont mountains, the lithic tempered Varina series dominates
household and village contexts and was presumably produced primarily by
Siouxan-speaking communities settled in Virginia prior to the Algonquian
migrations in similar fashion (Virginia Department of Historic Resources
2009[2001]).
However, both Mockley and Varina ceramics appear in tandem within
archaeological sites across the Fall Line, albeit in proportionally lower amounts
when compared to the dominate type of the region (Virginia Department of
Historic Resources 2009[2001]; also see Egloff and Potter 1982 25). Virginia
archaeologists have interpreted such a scenario as symptomatic of sustained
cross-regional interaction between the two populations (Hantman and Gold
2002:280). Large exchange networks, primarily focused on chert, copper, and
aquatic mollusk shell goods, connected households across the newly formed
bifurcated village landscape (Rountree and Turner 2002:24-25. Interestingly,
17th century English accounts of these objects described them as prestige items,

Modern-day Interstate Highway 95.
In Egloff and Potter’s (1982) review of Virginia Coastal Plain ceramics they do not list a “Varina” type. However,
other types, namely Popes Creek, Nomini, and the Chickahominy Series, share similar morphological characteristics
and geographic distribution patterns.

24
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suggesting “Middle Woodland II” households likely had relatively equal access to
lucrative foreign exchange networks (see Rountree 1993:101-103, 179).
Archaeological evidence originating from Indigenous domestic contexts
across Virginia suggest household production and consumption practices during
the time of Algonquian migrations prioritized the needs and desires of individual
co-residential groups. Domestic structure floor area, a reflection of production
capacity (Gallivan 2003:94-95; Netting 1982), remains relatively consistent with
Middle Woodland I trends. Past excavations at the Powhatan Creek site
(44JC26) in James City County, Virginia uncovered a single Indigenous domestic
structure measuring approximately 4.69m² with a radiocarbon date of 0 A.D.
(Gallivan 1999: Appendix 7:1). About four hundred years later (400 A.D.) house
sites identified at Great Neck (44VB7; Virginia Beach) and Reynolds-Alvis
(44HE470; Henrico County) exhibited an average floor area of 6.43m², or 3.71m²
if one disregards an outlier measuring 14.59m² from Great Neck (Gallivan
1999:Appendix 7:1; Gleach 1987; Hodges 1998). These data suggest that,
despite any social upheaval potentially resulting from Algonquian-speaking
arrivals to Virginia, Indigenous communities in the Coastal Plain maintained
relatively small domestic labor pools likely limited to participating in certain
activities and solely addressing intra-group concerns.
Domestic consumption practices during the “Middle Woodland II” era
appear to have emphasized communal forms of interaction. In his analysis of
ceramic body sherds originating from feature contexts across the Piedmont,
Gallivan (2007:99) identified a positive correlation between vessel diameter and
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time. During the twilight of the Middle Woodland II period, between the 7th and
10th centuries A.D., the average diameter of ceramics increased from
approximately 22cm to 31cm (Gallivan 1999:352-354). From a functional
perspective, the morphological expansion of ceramic vessel diameter suggests a
need for greater volume and access to the contents of the object. Given that the
average breadth of a human hand ranges between 7.9cm and 8.9cm (NASA
2020), the roughly 9cm increase possibly reflects an effort to accommodate a
simultaneous-use consumption activity such as meal sharing amongst domestic
group membership (Gallivan 1999:354). Such practices likely reinforced a sense
of community within the house that led to further intra-household social
integration, possibly at the expense of inter-household attempts at community
building.
In summary, the trends in domestic exchange, production, and
consumption practices across Virginia identified by regional archaeologists dating
to the Middle Woodland era suggest social “funds of power” rested within the
hands of independent households. Despite the innovative rise of village
settlements, the simultaneous reduction in the geographic extent of Indigenous
mobility habits, and the unprecedented arrival of foreign-speaking populations,
daily life across the Coastal Plain operated following what Sahlins (1972)
identified as a domestic mode of production. The stone technology, subsistencebased economy of the time expanded upon preceding historical epochs whereby
co-residential groups exercised autonomy to exchange with whomever they
chose, utilize labor primarily for their own needs, and innovate the daily
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experience of consumption so that group cohesion was socially reinforced within
the physical boundaries of the house. Such circumstances, however, would not
last as the centuries progressed deeper into what “block time”-minded
archaeologists and historians denote as Virginia’s “Late Woodland” period.
Historical Transition #2
Key Features:
•
•
•
•
•

Further reductions in domestic mobility
Earliest archaeological evidence of social inequality
Disproportionate expansions of domestic production activities
Increases in individual-based consumption
Archaeological evidence of monopolistic control of foreign goods

Within Virginia’s “block time” histories, the end of the “Middle Woodland II” is
marked by the rapid emergence of early plant domesticates within the
archaeological record, notably corn, which arrived from Mexico circa 900 A.D.
(Strickland et al. 2016:15 [cites Sperling 2008:24]). The “Late Woodland I” period
(ca. 900 – 1200 A.D.) is summarized best as a substantial reconfiguration of the
Chesapeake social landscape. With the introduction of new plant domesticates to
regular diets, villages became increasingly sedentary and reliant on food
production as a complement to seasonal hunting and gathering. This subsistence
shift led to a period of rapid reconfiguration in village life whereby the ability to
store surplus food resources at the household level offered both survival and
social capital advantages. Specialized storage ceramic forms (Potter 1993:119148), subsurface pits, and aboveground granaries begin to appear in villages
across the Coastal Plain and rapidly increase in number throughout the next
three centuries. Within the Coastal Plain, the Mockley ceramic tradition of the
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“Middle Woodland II” period is replaced predominately by four new styles:
Townsend, Potomac Creek, Gaston, and Roanoke wares. Regional
archaeologists believe that archaeological evidence pertaining to exchange
networks during “Late Woodland I”, which had been previously funneling rhyolite,
chert, copper, shell beads, and other materials between the Coastal Plain and
Piedmont, either constrict or cease to exist in conjunction with the development
of the new ceramic styles (Strickland et al. 2016:15 [cites Turner III 1993:83,
Gallivan 2003:128, and Klein 2003]). For Turner III (1993:83) and Gallivan
(2003:128), the changes to ceramic traditions and regional exchange networks
reflect the emergence of new, "spatially compact social networks” (Gallivan
2003:128[cites Turner 1993:83]).
As time progressed through what “block time” histories identify as the
“Late Woodland I” and “Late Woodland II” phases (ca. 900 – 1500 A.D.; Gallivan
2007:59; Feest 1966, 1978), the reconfiguration of the Indigenous Virginia
landscape began producing archaeological evidence reflective of an
unprecedented increase in regional violence and conflict. At the Potomac Creek
(44ST2; Blanton et al. 1999), Great Neck (44VB7; Hodges 1998), and Buck Farm
(44CC37; Gallivan et al. 2009:111-132), Late Woodland II village inhabitants
appeared to have constructed and maintained varying wood-post palisade
fortifications, a style of communal architecture previously unseen across the
social landscape. According to Christopher Shephard (2009:17), the morphology
of Indigenous Virginian palisades, namely their close interval spacing, limited
entryways, and archer posts all index a need for strong communal defense
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measures that likely supersede the needs or concerns of individual domestic
constituents. Such a situation, unbeknownst to the women, men, and children
living at the time, likely reflected the onset of a second historical transition that
centered on amassing control of such newly developing social relations and
resources associated with village-scale decision making.
Virginia’s “Late Woodland II” period characterize the era as the likely origin
of historic-period chiefdoms (Gallivan 2003:158). Gallivan's (1999:299-311)
seminal work analyzing James River Valley village architecture and household
ceramic assemblages demonstrated that 1200 A.D. marked the point in which
more permanent, densely populate, and long-occupied settlements populated the
Coastal Plain social landscape. His findings challenged older historical
assumptions that suggested these developments began earlier during the end of
the “Middle Woodland II” period and instead evolved throughout the preceding
“Late Woodland I” period. Gallivan (2003:128 [cites Jirikowic 1990:367]) further
argued that these findings suggested mobility, likely once helping as a possible
solution to economic and social problems for independent domestic groups, no
longer served Indigenous families as an effective means of negotiating economic
and/or social pressures. Domestic groups discontent with their station in their
village required alternative strategies conducive to broader historical trajectories
in the region the emphasized a sedentary, socially constrained landscape.
The “Late Woodland” era was a time of rapidly increasing communal
differentiation, demonstrated by the sudden expansion and consolidated spatial
distribution of new ceramic decorative motifs across Indigenous towns, and inter-
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group hostility, reflected by the sharp increase in palisaded settlements across
the region (Rountree and Turner 2002:44-45). Such conditions and their
intensification through time in effect made travel and physical relocation
increasingly difficult for Indigenous households seeking to divorce themselves
from troubling circumstances or to discover new opportunities to amass social
capital. "Multiple community hierarchical polities", or chiefdoms, emerged to
negotiate the multi-scalar, competing interests of inter- and intra-communal
household competition (Gallivan 2003:126, 154).
The rise of these new chiefdoms led to the intensification of spatially
compact, highly regulated social networks that appear to have emerged during
the region’s “Late Woodland I” period. However, archaeological evidence from
village and domestic contexts suggests borders between these political entities
were permeable. In their regional survey of village ceramic assemblages along
the entirety of the James River, Keith Egloff and Stephen Potter (1982) identified
multiple lines of evidence suggesting technological hybridization amongst “Late
Woodland I” ceramic styles. One ceramic tradition that exemplifies this
conclusion is the Potomac Creek series of pottery. Primarily localized along the
Northern Neck, the peninsula bounded by the Rappahannock and Potomac
Rivers, Potomac Creek wares appear to represent a merger of the Middle
Woodland Mockley and Varina series; Mockley surface decorations appear on
vessels utilizing grit and/or sand temper, a trait previously unique to Varina
vessels. For Gallivan (2003:141), this merger of two older ceramic traditions
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likely reflects interaction, in the form of trade or intra-village marriages, occurring
across newly forming political boundaries.
In the Virginia Northern Neck region between the Rappahannock and
Potomac Rivers, the shift from “Late Woodland I” into “Late Woodland II” also
marked a change in archaeological site types and their distributions across the
landscape. Potter (1993:102) notes an apparent shift in settlement organization
strategy within the peninsula that was characterized by an abandonment of high
quantities of "intermediate" size sites (~2 km.) in favor of a single large site
containing internally dispersed households. This new system of organization
appeared to emanate around an important community figure or family (i.e.,
weroance's,or village chief family), which was archaeologically characterized by
artifact deposits with higher-than-average quantities of domestic activity-related
artifacts, animal bones, and prestige goods (i.e., shell and copper) compared to
other house sites within the physical boundaries of a single village context.
These unique residences, according to Potter (1993:88), formed a "core
settlement" within the larger village. Beyond the core, which later came to include
above-ground storage facilities, clusters of commoner houses, as well as hunting
and gathering camps, populated the village's landscape within an average 2-km
range (Potter 1993:88-89). Additionally, palisade fortifications appear to emerge
in tandem with the shift to large-scale single villages. The purpose for these
structures is still a major point of debate for regional scholars (see Shephard
2009). In the past, many archaeologists interpreted the presence of palisades
solely as indicators of village defense fortifications. Recently, however, several
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researchers have posited that palisades could also have served as physical
demarcations of sacred spaces within a village (i.e., chiefly space; Gallivan et al.
2009; Shephard 2009). Regardless of the exact purpose of the “Late Woodland
II” palisades, the rapid expansion of their use suggests a novel concern amongst
Virginia’s Indigenous villages with materials and technologies conducive to
spatial and social circumscription.
Within the arena of domestic life, exchange, consumption, and production
practices exhibit archaeological evidence of significant transformation during the
rise of social inequality in the Coastal Plain. In addition to the erection of
palisades around entire village compounds, prestige goods, such as copper and
shell beads/ornaments, become increasingly scarce amongst domestic groups
and concentrated in either the domiciles of a newly forming elite class or in their
burials, as seen for example in the archaeological records of the Potomac Creek
and Kiskiak (44YO2; Blanton et al. 2005) village sites. Gallivan’s (1999:354;
2003:99) analysis of average ceramic vessel diameter from a collection of
Piedmont cooking pot sherds sources from pit feature indicates that
consumption, once a group activity, transitioned into an individual one over the
course of the Late Woodland period; average diameter decreased from ~31cm to
~18.5cm. Average house size, an index of domestic productivity potential, rises
to 35.34m² along the James River (Coastal Plain) by the Late Woodland II period
(Gallivan 1999:342-346, 2003:95), an approximate 28 point increase when
compared to the average taken at the Reynolds-Alvis site (6.43m²; including
outlier).
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In their survey of archaeological and historic documentary resources
pertaining to Indigenous history along the Rappahannock River, Strickland et al.
(2016:15) provide an additional line of evidence supporting Gallivan's and
Potter's characterization of the Late Woodland II as a time of great change and
social reorganization in the Chesapeake. Within the Maryland State Archives, the
authors discovered a document dating to 1660 A.D. recording a discussion of
Piscataway tribal history between a Piscataway great man and Maryland's
governor at the time. According to this history, the Piscataway tribe
acknowledged that approximately 13 generations ago (ca. 1250 A.D., or early
“Late Woodland II” period) one of their leaders arrived from Virginia's Eastern
Shore. The timing of this leader's arrival corresponds with the earliest dating
archaeological evidence of ossuary burials (communal graves) in Maryland's
Western Shore, a burial style that emerged in the Eastern Shore centuries
earlier. Besides demonstrating the porous nature of Late Woodland II village
boundaries, Strickland et al.'s archival find corroborates the spatial scale, as well
as potential temporal pace, of social change occurring in the roughly four
centuries preceding contact with European colonists.
In recent years, archaeologists operating outside Virginia have expressed
increased skepticism regarding the usefulness of “Protohistory” as a meaningful
descriptor of the past (Rizvi 2013). Panich and Schneider (2019:664) strongly
critique the use of the term on two fronts: 1) it perpetuates outdated assumptions
about the disappearance of Indigenous societies, and 2) it also obscures the
realities of lived experience and the role of power inherent in the process of
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colonialism. According to Panich and Schneider (2019:664-665), intellectually
loaded temporal distinctions like “protohistory”, in conjunction with others like
“prehistory” and “historic,” arise from a misrecognition of Post-contact Indigenous
sites in the field and from the practical limitations of archaeological classificatory
systems to record them. Furthermore, both archaeologists propose that future
archaeological research of Indigenous contexts across the globe should rely
instead on “occupational chronologies based on relatively narrow ranges of
calendrical dates” (Panich and Schneider 2019:665). Such chronologies should
be site specific and also account for the wide array of site-types that Indigenous
peoples historically occupy; this means archaeologists should expand their scope
of inquiry to include regionally underrepresented locations 26 with evidence of
significant Indigenous activity (i.e., not just forts or missions in the case of
California, Panich and Schneider 2019:665)
This dissertation chooses to employ “Protohistoric” as a meaningful
designation in the interpretation of Indigenous Rappahannock culture history. In
Virginia, archaeologists and ethnohistorians specializing in local Indigenous
culture history stress the importance of maintaining an interpretive division
between Late Woodland and Contact-period times primarily for two reasons
(Gallivan 2003:222; Hodges 1993:11; Wesson and Rees 2002:1-2). The first
pertains to Indigenous community organization; historic interviews with
Indigenous informants dating to the early 1600s A.D. describe the century prior

Panich and Schnieder (2019:665) identify an overwhelming bias in Marin County, California archaeological site
records that appears to privilege forts and missions; in Virginia, the “village” could be considered a regional
example of an overrepresented site type given that the preponderance of Protohistoric and Contact-era dating
sites in the region are described in such a way.
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as the origin of the region’s preeminent chiefdoms (i.e., the Powhatan Chiefdom).
Historical documents chronicling Indigenous memories of the 16th century and
archaeological findings dating to the same time suggest the region’s political
landscape was radically different than that of the early 1600s (see Lewis and
Loomie 1953). Instead of a state of affairs whereby political consolidation under
weroance Powhatan (Wahunsenaca) was reaching its penultimate stages, the
1500’s in Virginia appeared much more turbulent and fractious. Tribes found
themselves at war with one another more frequently, leading to the heavy
deployment of palisaded settlements and smaller-scale, situational alliances
(Blanton 1999; Potter 1993:120-121). Gallivan (2003:163) believes no one
community dominates significant portions of the Coastal Plain landscape during
the Protohistoric period, that is until Powhatan’s rise to power.
The second reason Virginia archaeologists and historians call for the use
of the “protohistory” temporal designation relates to colonial interactions. From
1500 to 1607 A.D. Indigenous Virginians and Europeans engaged in sporadic,
often ephemeral contacts that never lasted beyond several days or weeks; after
1607 A.D., such contacts became the everyday norm for both communities. And
once such conditions begin, radical changes to daily ways of life are often soon
to follow (Gosden 2004; Scheiber and Mitchell 2010; Schortman and Urban
1998:102).
Beyond representing a unique political landscape with incipient contacts
with European colonists, this dissertation proposes a third defense of the
“protohistoric” temporal designation. While the term “protohistory,” and all of its

106

derivatives, may be replete with problematic intellectual baggage, Panich and
Schneider’s “occupational chronology” solution is not itself innocent of substantial
critique. As discussed earlier in Chapter 2, uncritical application of chronology to
solve archaeology’s problems always runs the risk of reproducing negative
outcomes, specifically totalization and “evolutionism.” Such consequences are
akin to the interpretation problems that Panich and Schneider (2019:664-665)
describe in their critique of the “prehistoric-protohistoric-historic triad:” the
erasure or obfuscation of Indigenous people in the past. Given the similarities
between critiques, this dissertation does not see a well-argued reason why not
use terms like “protohistoric” or “protohistory” to reconstruct Indigenous
Rappahannock River history. So long as archaeologists take care to privilege
site-specific chronologies in their interpretations and challenge limitations of
regional site recording systems, as Panich and Schneider call for, semantic
choices in the pursuit of historical reconstruction appear to become less overtly
problematic. Moreover, strategic essentialism posits the idea that Indigenous
communities may find benefits in using such discursive tools of colonialism for
their own benefit. As is the case in many federal recognition efforts across the
United States, “block time” models of time remain to this day the most officially
recognized lines of evidence that Indigenous communities must utilize to build a
case for sovereignty (see Crellin 2020:5-7).
With these thoughts in mind, this chapter will now conclude with a concise
summary of Virginia's Protohistoric period. During this roughly century of time,
regional Indigenous communities continued to expand the size of their
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settlements, they increased their reliance on horticultural subsistence practices,
and followed along political-economic trends originating in the preceding Late
Woodland I and II phases. According to Gallivan, the roughly 100 years prior to
the establishment of the Jamestown Colony encompass critical transformations
to Native life ways resulting from Late Woodland II precedents. Settlements
expand in size (Gallivan 2003:85-87), overshadowing a 2 km average that Potter
(1993) identified in the Northern Neck 27. Flood plains become increasingly
popular locations for village settlements, evidenced by the growing number of
village sites at these locations dating to the Protohistoric period. Palisades
become less common, though still appear throughout the landscape in contexts
that suggest either defensive and/or symbolic functions. Gallivan notes instances
of village palisades become centralized along the Fall Line, the geographic
boundary that would eventually separate the historic-period Powhatan and
Monacan chiefdoms. Regarding subsistence, resources obtained through
foraging and hunting continue to be increasingly subsidized by maize-beansquash horticulture and various aquaculture practices (i.e., oyster farming);
Native economies, still based on subsistence-related goods and stone
technology, follow along with these trends. Regarding political dynamics of the
era, villages likely continued along their trajectory of social differentiation that,
over time, culminated in the formation of tribal identities eventually encountered
by English in the 17th century. Gallivan (2003:163) notes that such communities

Virginia's northern most peninsula, bounded by the Potomac River to the north and the Rappahannock River to
the south.
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would later synthesize, either peacefully or violently, in the earliest forms of the
17th century Powhatan Paramount Chiefdom.
By the 1520's, sporadic contact between Indigenous Virginians and
Europeans occurred throughout the Chesapeake. Representations of the
Chesapeake Bay (or la Bahia de Santa Maria) begin appearing on Spanish maps
dating to this decade (Gallivan 2003:161 [cites Lewis and Loomie 1953:7]).
During the year 1549, a French shipping vessel traveled throughout the region
trading with several hundred Native Americans (Gallivan 2003:161 [cites Lewis
and Loomie 1953:13]). The earliest English attempts to establish a colony in the
region at Roanoke (modern day North Carolina) also began during the
Protohistoric period, sometime between 1584 -1587 A.D. However, one of the
Protohistoric period’s most fascinating and informative stories revolves around a
young Virginian Algonquian boy who Spanish Jesuit missionaries later christened
with the name Don Luis.
The origins of Don Luis have been the subject of ethnohistoric debate for
several decades within Virginia. Several scholars (Gleach 1997:142; Gradie
1993; Rountree 1990:15) convincingly argued that he was the son of an
Algonquian chief residing somewhere near the Chesapeake Bay; others (Lewis
and Loomie 1953) go as far as to assign his potential blood relationship to the
Contact period weroance Powhatan. Regardless of his true origins, Don Luis first
entered Spanish documentary records sometime in 1561; the same year Spanish
sailors abducted him from his home in Virginia's Coastal Plain.
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Following his capture, Don Luis traveled throughout the Spanish Atlantic
World and visited major colonial centers including México City (soon after the
siege and occupation of Aztec Tenochtitlan), Havana (Cuba), and Spain. Such
journeys undoubtedly informed Don Luis of the nefarious intentions and largescale efforts that Europeans were willing to make to extract the natural wealth of
the Americas with little to no concern for the cost of Indigenous life. In 1570, he
successfully convinced ja group of Jesuit missionaries traveling back to Virginia's
coasts to let him join their band. Archaeologists and historians presume the
group eventually settled somewhere along the York River, although the exact
location of the colony still eludes contemporary knowledge. Soon after arriving,
Don Luis abandoned the Jesuits, who were now alone in an area they described
as plagued with “famine 28” (Lewis and Loomie 1953:89). Several months later,
the Jesuit missionaries managed to relocate Don Luis and demanded that he
return with food in hand. Unfortunately for the Spanish, Don Luis did not return
with what they expected; traveling with a group of Algonquin warriors, Don Luis
led an assault of the Jesuit Mission and killed all the priests in residence. The
raiding party spared the life of one individual, a Spanish boy named Alonso.
Spanish soldiers later rescued the child in keeping with Don Luis and his party’s
plan, ensuring survival of this rare episode of explicit Native resistance to
European colonization prior to the establishment of Jamestown colony.

The Spanish references to “famine” during the later third of the 16th century likely reflect the impacts/effects of
the climatic Little Ice Age on the local Virginia environment, further corroborating the erratic state of local
ecosystems.

28

110

Conclusion
This chapter has provided a concise review of Indigenous Virginia history that
begins with the ecological formation of the valley, sometime around 15,000 years
ago, and continues with an examination of regional Indigenous culture history
beginning ca. 8000. Indigenous groups during at the beginning of what I call
Historical Transition #1 practiced a lifestyle of hunting, gathering, and seasonal
migrations that centered primarily on a domestic mode of production (Sahlins
1972). Daily production, consumption, and exchange practices operated under a
subsistence-based economy primarily centered on terrestrial game and flora.
Households appear to have operated politically and economically independent of
one another to satisfy their respective needs and desires, evidenced by the lack
of communal architecture and social inequality in the archaeological record.
Utilizing Sahlin’s (1972:77; see also Vilaca 2002) and Gallivan’s (2003:48-49)
models of domestic organization more explicitly, the time covered by Historical
Transition #1 is best surmised as a time when domestic “funds of power”
remained within the physical parameters of the house itself. The arrival of
Indigenous Rappahannock River ancestors to Virginia during the Middle
Woodland period represents the first historical transition, or intellectual starting
point, of this dissertation’s evaluation of domestic social organization strategies.
Generally associated with the introduction and dissemination of the Mockley
ceramic tradition, newly arriving Algonquian-speaking peoples came to settle in
the Coastal Plain and appeared to have maintained mutually beneficial relations
with their non-Algonquian speaking predecessors to region, who archaeologists
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associate with the Varina pottery style. The exchange of goods, ideas, and
individuals between both groups was commonplace and minimally regulated.
“Sedentariness” increased during the “Middle Woodland” era and materialized in
the form of densely occupied village settlements (Gallivan 2003:85-87).
Control of domestic “funds of power”, or the political and economic
capacity to act independently and impart influence on others in a community,
remained consistent within and across newly forming social boundaries between
Algonquian- and Siouxan-speaking populations. Households continued to
prioritize the needs and desires of their own ilk; practices relating to production,
consumption, and exchange followed suit. However, by sometime around 900
A.D. such conditions changed radically following the introduction of agriculture
(i.e., maize, beans, and squash).
The centuries between 900 A.D. and 1607 A.D. cover the time in
Indigenous Rappahannock River history I call Historical Transition #2. During this
time, earlier-dating political and economic social dynamics that characterized the
“Early” and “Middle Woodland” eras begin to shift away from egalitarian notions
of daily life towards those more akin to creating and preserving ideological
hierarchies. Relations between Algonquian- and non-Algonquian-speaking
communities rapidly declines, and communal segmentation begins dominating
the village landscape. Archaeological research ceramic variability, introduction of
palisades, and concentration of wealth to particular house sites though time all
attest to these changes. The village, oriented around the weroance’s dwelling,
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became the new primary concern of daily life for “Late Woodland”, “Protohistoric”,
and later Contact-period (ca. 1607 – 1646 A.D.) Indigenous communities.
Domestic practices relating to exchange, consumption, and production
reflect the significance of this shift. Individual households, apart from the
weroance, slowly lost access to or became restricted from trading and foreign
social networks that once served as support mechanisms in times of political and
economic turmoil. Consumption of subsistence goods transitioned from a group
activity (i.e., feasting) during the Middle, Late Woodland I periods to one
emphasizing the individual. Production capacity, or the ability for a household to
mobilize labor and subsequently produce wealth (i.e., social capital), diminished
for the average domestic group as time progressed likely as a means of limiting
challenges to entrepreneurial groups that transition to weroance status. Control
over domestic “funds of power”, once belonging to every individual household,
became the resource by which weroances cemented their rule and authority
within their respective village domains.
Such conditions persist and evolve into the twilight decades of Indigenous
isolation from Europeans, the “Protohistoric” era. Archaeologists and historians
specializing in Virginia’s Indigenous past generally agree that the 16th century like
encapsulates the rise of tribal polities and, eventually, complex chiefdoms like
that of the Powhatan (Rountree 1989; Rountree and Turner 2002). Social
inequality continues to expand for the most part unimpeded, at times reaching
life-threatening levels. Transient contacts between Indigenous peoples and
Europeans slowly evolves over the course of the century resulting from incidental
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meetings and early exchanges of goods. In the case of the Algonquian-speaking
Native Virginian Don Luis, some interactions led to trans-Atlantic odysseys that
foretold of the future colonial storms that would arrive on Virginia’s shores.
The next chapter introduces the 17th century historical context of the
Indigenous Rappahannock River landscape, with strong emphasis placed on the
Coastal Plain portion of the valley. A review of the extant archaeological and
documentary evidence dating to the 1600s A.D. dealing with both topics reveals
a complex and socially tumultuous period of violence, dispossession,
depopulation, disenfranchisement, forced relocation, and enslavement.
Researchers specializing in this part of Virginia Indigenous history argue that
such conditions, despite their life altering severity, did not fundamentally alter
regional political, economic, and domestic social dynamics and their associated
practices. When tested using an archaeological-based analysis of domestic
architecture and artifact assemblages (see Chapter 5), this hypothesis at best
misrepresents the actual lived reality of Rappahannock peoples during Virginia’s
Post-Contact decades.
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Chapter 4 – The 17th Century along the Rappahannock River
This chapter introduces and explores the historical epoch that follows the
Rappahannock River’s regional “Protohistoric” period, according to “block time”
historical sources of the region (see Hodges 1993), when Indigenous peoples
and Europeans began the irreversible journey of sustained social, namely
colonial, interaction: “Contact” (1607 – 1646 A.D.) and “Post-Contact” (1646 –
1720 A.D.). The reconstructed histories presented below rely on a set of primary
source compilations that Henry Read McIlwaine compiled and published while
serving as the third official State Librarian of Virginia (Library of Virginia). These
volumes contain the detailed records predominately of Virginia’s preRevolutionary years including House of Burgess meeting notes from 1619 – 1761
A.D., legislative journals of the Council of colonial Virginia, and the official letters
of colonial-era governors (McIlwaine: 1918, 1924, 1925-1945; McIlwaine and
Kennedy:1905-1915). While insightful, these sources fundamentally privilege
colonial ideas and ethnocentric perceptions surrounding Indigenous lifeways and
present more of a state-wide perspective of them rather than one that would
emphasize a particular geographic region, thus creating gaps in knowledge
regarding specific areas like the Rappahannock River.
Likewise, archaeological surveys conducted along the Coastal Plain
portion of the Rappahannock River Valley present a set of their own problematic
biases. Compared to the other major Virginia river systems (i.e., the James,
York, and Potomac Rivers), the Rappahannock has drawn far less academic
interest; with little infrastructure development and lax local property development
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policies, opportunities for cultural resource management (CRM) are few and far
between. However, such circumstances appear to be reaching a turning point
(Schneider 2018). In recent years, the Rappahannock Indian Tribe of Virginia has
been working in collaboration with St. Mary’s College of Maryland on the
production of a comprehensive archaeological survey of the Rappahannock
River cultural landscape (Strickland et al. 2016). According to project leaders, the
goal of this endeavor is to begin the systematic process of reconstructing a
regional history that prioritizes the role of local geography and Indigenous
community life through time (Strickland et al. 2016:iii; Julia King: personal
conversation with author, Fall 2017). The 17th-century history reconstructed in
this chapter owes a great deal of gratitude to the work of Dr. King and her fellow
collaborators working on the Rappahannock River. The team’s ongoing research
(see Strickland et al. 2016 for latest update), in conjunction with their previous
work on the NEH-funded Colonial Encounters Project (see
Colonialencounters.org), provided me with invaluable sources of archaeological
data and historic European accounts of Indigenous lifeways along the
Rappahannock. These sources not only pertained to the river generally speaking,
they also at times pertained to land near Camden itself – the location of my
archaeological field work.
At this point I wish to introduce the sole research question the frames this
chapter: Could there have been historical transition in Indigenous domestic
political and economic organization along the Rappahannock River during
Virginia’s 17th century? As I will demonstrate in further detail below, the answer to
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this question is yes; and hints as to the historical factors likely responsible for this
potential scenario coalesce around four themes: violence, depopulation,
displacement, and enslavement. I choose these themes because archaeologists
studying Indigenous history in other parts of North America continuously identify
each as a socially disruptive phenomenon strong enough to influence or demand
communal lifestyle adaptation(s) on the part of colonizer and/or Indigenous
populations 29 (c.f., Cipolla and Hayes 2015; Ferris 2009; Funari and Senatore
2015; Lightfoot 2015). Investigating Rappahannock Indigenous history for
episodes of colonial-based violence, depopulation, displacement, and
enslavement is thus an ideal first step in the intellectual endeavor of identifying
instances of past adaptation and hypothesizing their potential form(s). In Virginia,
historical events that rise to such standards include the Anglo-Powhatan
Conflicts, the establishment of “Preserve” lands by colonial governments (i.e.,
reservations), Bacon’s Rebellion (1676 – 1677 A.D.), and the codification of the
colony’s Slave Codes. For the reader’s benefit and organization, I as that
she/he/they refer to my Google Earth image (see Appendix C:Chapter 4:Figure
1) indicating the location of various towns and environmental features that I cite
throughout the remainder of this chapter.

It is important to note that choosing to “do nothing” or “refusing to change” are viable adaptive strategies.
Choosing to “do nothing” is still an active, agentive decision and should be academically interpreted without
presuming such decisions are inherently “negative”, detrimental, or static.

29

117

Early Decades of Sustained Interactions
The earliest documentary evidence of sustained social interaction between
Rappahannock communities and European seafarers originated sometime
around the year 1588 A.D. During that year two Spanish ships, one led by former
La Florida governor Vincente Gonzales and another by future La Florida
governor Juan Menendez Marquez, arrived at the Chesapeake Bay in order to
locate and attack newly emerging English colonial settlements (Lewis and
Loomie 1953:186-202). Never venturing upriver along any of the major
waterways that drain into the Chesapeake (i.e., James, York, Rappahannock,
and Potomac Rivers), the expedition instead spent most of its time along the
Bay’s coast mapping its shorelines. When the ships reached the Rappahannock
River drainage, they encountered several Indigenous individuals that were
curious about their presence and activities. The exchange between both groups
was likely hostile given that the final entries in the Spanish report of the event
mention the capture of a single Indigenous individual following a brief in-person
meeting.
Englishman John Smith led the first deliberate European journey up the
Rappahannock River in 1607 A.D. Smith and a crew of 12 men organized the
expedition as part of a larger-scale mapping effort to document the foreign
geography soon after their landing at Jamestown Island earlier that year. During
the month of December, a group of local Indigenous hunters likely aligned with
the region’s paramount political institution, the Powhatan Chiefdom, captured
Smith and his fellow countrymen early into their mission. During the infamous
118

journey that followed, Smith and his surviving crew were taken by their captors to
various Native settlements throughout the Rappahannock River in an effort to
discern the Englishmen’s motivations and intentions for settling in the heart of
Powhatan territory. Historians posit that Smith encountered at least 43 different
towns and/or hamlets during his imprisonment (Strickland et al. 2016:1, 18).
Smith’s later-dating recollections described the demographics of the
Rappahannock River Valley as densely populated, likely more so than the York
River to the immediate south that at the time existed as the primary politicaleconomic centers of the Powhatan Chiefdom (Strickland et al. 2016:13 [cites
Turner III 1976, 1982]). Many of the communities encountered resided primarily
on the North Bank of the river. Smith noted that each town he visited consisted of
well-organized and successful polities that were more than prepared to deal with
unforeseen circumstances, such as the arrival of foreign invaders and interregional tribal politics of conflict and cooperation characterizing the Coastal Plain
of Virginia at the time (Kupperman 1988:154-161). Smith ascertained that at least
eight Indigenous groups resided along the Rappahannock’s Coastal Plain
segment, but more were alleged to have existed west of the Fall Line 30. The eight
groups living in the Coastal Plain each controlled a tribal district, which consisted
of a principal town (or King's house) and an additional 35 smaller hamlets (i.e.,
ordinary towns) dispersed around the town center (Strickland et al. 2016:13-14
[cites Rountree, Clark, and Mountford 2007:290-297]).

30

As of 2020 A.D., the Virginia Fall line is best represented by the I-95 interstate system.
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Ethnohistorians have utilized Smith' accounts of his travels across
Virginia, as well as those of later English eyewitnesses such as William Strachey
(1953[1612]; 1964[1610]) and George Percy (1921-1922[1612], 1969[1608]), to
reconstruct the activities that likely occupied daily life within the Contact-period
Native villages English colonists encountered during the turn of the 17th century
(Rountree 1989, 1993, 2005, 2007; Rountree and Turner 2002). While insightful,
these sources retain implicit colonial biases characteristic of the era of writing
and the historical biography of the observer under consideration. For example,
Smith, a veteran combatant, described elements of Indigenous village life
relevant to European military stratagems, such counts of warriors, their daily
habits, and settlement architectural organization (see Kupperman 1988:135-148).
Strachey (1953[1612]:77-87), a writer and secretary for the colonial government,
invested less time on military-related topics while focusing more instead on
Powhatan cultural customs, particularly those relating to the social roles,
activities, and agency of Indigenous women during the 17th century. In all cases,
however, cultural misunderstandings were commonplace since each reporter
relied on their own colonially informed worldviews to make sense of what they
saw and/or heard from Indigenous informants, such as when George Percy,
president of Jamestown colony from 1609-1610, complained of local Native
discontent when English colonists planted their cash crops on tribal lands (Percy
1969[1608]:20). Nevertheless, many English pseudo-ethnographers of Native
Virginia still managed to document important elements of daily village life despite
their various episodes of short-sightedness.
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According to western-trained ethnographer Helen Rountree (1989:88-99),
a gendered division of labor existed within Native communities at the turn of the
17th century. Village men, apart from werowances and priests, engaged in daily
hunting and fishing as well as practices surrounding the construction and
maintenance of tools necessary for their enactment. During times of war, men
also served exclusively as warriors. Native women were responsible for most
other daily tasks, including the production of domestic tools (i.e., mats, baskets,
pots, cordage, etc.) and prestige goods (i.e., shell beads and copper
adornments), foodways (including planting, harvesting, and processing of
agricultural and wild foodstuffs), cooking, and child rearing. In times of seasonal
migration, women also carried the entire assemblage of household items and at
times the house structure itself between winter or summer residential settlements
that lay closer to the Fall Line, in the case of the former, and the oceanic coasts,
during the latter. (Rountree 1989:88). Overall, daily life during the Contact-Period
in the Coastal Plain continued to orient itself around Native subsistence
economies that evolved from the preceding Late Woodland and Protohistoric
eras (see Chapter 3:28-32, 35-38); the major difference being that tribal
weroances had an amassed unprecedented control over intra-household
political-economic dynamics within their respective villages.
Reception of Smith and his party varied town by town. In his report
published in 1624, Smith (see Barbour II 1986:169) highlights early visits to
Moraughtacund as "kindly" and entertaining. During his stay with the
Moraughtacund people, Smith was introduced to a Wicomico Indian named
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Mosco, whom Smith later in his writings described as a close friend. Mosco
provided Smith with cautionary information regarding his future upcoming travels
up the "Topahanocke 31", the local Algonquian name for the Rappahannock River.
One warning in particular alerted the English contingent of potential hostilities
with the nearby Rappahannock Indians, enemies of the Moraughtacund at the
time. As if prophesized by Mosco, armed skirmishes quickly broke out between
Smith's party and the Rappahannock Tribe upon reaching their territory, leading
to the death of several English explorers.
Smith's journey across the Coastal Plain reached a climax when he and
his comrades came face to face with the region’s Paramount Chief Powhatan
(locally known as Wahunsunacock) at his capital of Werowocomoco, located on
the north side of the York River at Puritan Bay, VA (Lutz, Gallivan and Turner
2015). The earliest Jamestown colonists first believed Powhatan's chiefdom
extended from the James River north to Piscataway territory in what would later
become the Maryland colony. Later, English officials concluded that this
assessment was incorrect; the territory was much smaller and was bounded by
the James and York Rivers to the south and north, respectively, and the Fall Line
of the James to the west. Scholars of Virginian 17th century history, however, still
debate this assessment. Some Ethnohistorians (Rountree 1990:10-11) and
archaeologists (Barbour 1986:II-126; Potter 2006:219) posit that at the time of
Contact Powhatan maintained complete political and economic control over all

Tooker (1904) notes that the Algonquian phrase "Topahanocke" has been translated two ways. The first
translation assumes the phrase evolved from the Algonquian root word lappihanne, or "where the tide ebbs and
flows". The second translation, which Tooker supports, interprets "Topahanocke" to be a product of the words
toopa, an, and ock, which translate to "the country of exceeding plenty".
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tribal groups residing in Virginia's Coastal Plain. However, colonial accounts
documenting alliance fluctuations between Powhatan, the chiefdom's allegedly
constituent tribes (e.g., Pamunkey, Rappahannock, Chickahominy, Nansemond,
Kecoughtan, and Paspahegh), and individual family groups acting at times
independently of Powhatan's orders suggest such an interpretation is conjectural
at best (see McIlwaine 1924:501).
Apart from Smith's journey across the Coastal Plain and the years
immediately following, tensions between Native Virginia communities and the
English increasingly rose over time. The remainder of the 17th century's first
quarter, post Smith's journey, can be characterized as a time of open hostility
and conflict between the two groups resulting from issues related to food
shortages (Blanton 2000), territorial expansion on the part of the English (Ragan
2006, 2011), and organized raids conducted by the Powhatan Chiefdom (Fausz
1987; Gleach 1997). Eventually these tensions culminated into a series of two
open conflicts.
In August 1609, an unprovoked English attack on the Nansemond tribe
(south of the James River) signaled the onset of a brutal five-year conflict
contemporaneously known as the First Anglo-Powhatan War. Overburdened with
years of English land encroachment and theft of limited food supplied produced
by a horrible drought episode (Blanton 2000), Powhatan ordered his weroances
to attack the English in an effort to punish them for their perceived social
transgressions (Fausz 1990:13, 51). From 1609 to 1614 A.D., English and
Powhatan forces engaged each other in a series of violent atrocities that included
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the burning of entire Native settlements, the deliberate murder of women and
children from both sides, and, at one point, a siege of Jamestown so thorough
that it reduced the English population from 240 to 60 individuals (Fausz 1990:55).
About 500 to 600 lives perished during this first conflict, which was ended by the
diplomatic marriage between Powhatan's daughter Pocahontas and Englishman
John Rolfe, a recent arrival to the colony, agricultural speculator, and future
member of the Governor's Council (ca. 1614 - 1622 A.D.). For a time, peace
prevailed in the Coastal Plain; however, this peace ended abruptly when
unrestrained English landgrabs of Indigenous lands began anew.
By 1622, steady encroachment of English tobacco planters into Native
territories north of the James River spurred the successor of Powhatan, his
brother Opechancanough, to begin a second conflict (i.e., the Second AngloPowhatan War; ca. 1622 - 1632 A.D.) against the English colonists. On March
22, 1622, Opechancanough ordered a chiefdom-wide coordinated assault on
English plantations across the Coastal Plain. The attack led to the death of
approximately one third of the total English population present in Virginia at the
time (Rice 2020). English retaliation was swift and ruthless, ranging from the
razing of entire Native towns to dubious plots aimed at poisoning several
Powhatan weroances (Gleach 1997:161; Vaughan 1978). By the end of 1623,
English colonists managed to retake much of the plantation land lost the year
prior due to Opechancanough’s raids. The success of the English counter
insurgency was largely reliant on the assistance of Indigenous tribes residing
along the Rappahannock River, notably the Patawomeck, who supplied colonial
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troops with stable sources of corn during their campaign. In the summer of 1624,
the first and only full-scale, open field battle occurred between the Powhatan and
English, resulting in a crushing defeat for the former. While ethnohistorians have
identified the results of the pitched battled as the unofficial end to the Second
Anglo-Powhatan War, English forces continued to harass and abscond with
Native agriculture until an official peace was announced in 1632 (Gleach
1997:169).
During the remainder of 1630s and early 1640s, the Virginia colonial
government began a systematic effort to expand the colony's frontier north of the
York River and to close off indigenous access to the James-York Peninsula
(contemporaneously known as the Virginia Peninsula). Displaced tribes, such as
the Kiskiack, took refuge on the Middle Peninsula, just north of the York River,
seating themselves on the lower side of the Piankatank River, a tributary of the
Rappahannock River (Strickland et al. 2016:21 [cites Hening 1901:II:208-209;
Nugent 1934:1:239]). In 1639 the Bermuda Company of London petitioned
English officials in Europe for large swaths of land "between the Potomac and
Rappahannock Rivers", or what is known as the Northern Neck today. By 1642,
the Virginia Colonial Government began granting access to lands on the north
side of the York River, specifically areas occupied by the previously displaced
Kiskiack; simultaneously in England, the Grand Assembly accepted the Bermuda
Company's request and sanctioned settlement of the Northern Neck on a limited
basis (Stanard 1902:53). Response to the opening of Rappahannock River lands
was swift. John Carter, a colonial resident of the Nansemond River, patented
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1,300 acres on the Corrotoman River (located on the north side of the
Rappahannock River's mouth) while planters Richard Bennett, William Durant,
and Daniel Gookin II patented lands further upriver. Despite efforts by the Grand
Assembly in March of 1643 to contain the rapid rate of land patent claims,
planters paid little heed to government edicts and began to occupy the territory
without any concern for Native land boundaries or subsistence needs (Strickland
et al. 2016:21). By the following year, Powhatan patience for English colonial
expansion ended once again.
On April 18, 1644, Opechancanough, in a last attempt to expel English
planters from Powhatan lands, organized a coordinated assault of colonial
settlements for a third and final time (i.e., the Third Anglo-Powhatan War). In
total, Powhatan Indians claimed 500 English lives in a single day (Beverley
1947[1705]:60-61; Gleach 1997:174). The colonial government raised a series of
militias and ordered their troops to carry out retaliatory marches against Indian
villages across all lands between the James and Rappahannock Rivers. The
severity of conflicts between the Powhatan and Virginia colonists escalated to the
point that during the month of February 1645, reports had reached William
Berkeley, the Virginia Governor at the time, explaining that Maryland's colonial
governor, Leonard Calvert, had joined the fray and led an assault on the
Chickahominy tribe several months following the onset of the hostilities
(Strickland et al. 2016:22 [cites McCartney 2000:I:101]).
Surprisingly, the English colonial government made several attempts to
contain the spread of hostilities and avoid conflicts with tribes residing on the
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Northern Neck, north of the Rappahannock River. In June of 1644, Captain
William Claiborne, renowned for his assault on the Pamunkey 32 Indian Village,
spoke before the Governor's Council and argued against attack plans designed
against Native tribes residing between the Rappahannock and Potomac Rivers.
Claiborne believed that tribes residing in the Northern Neck were not involved in
Opechancanough's assaults of English holdings and that, as was the case in
previous conflict, were open to potential trading deals or military alliances. By
February 1645, Captain Claiborne convinced enough members of the Governor's
Council to send him north to begin searching for friendly Rappahannock River
Indigenous communities.
During the year 1646, support for the Third Anglo-Powhatan War began to
wane among members of the Virginia's Grand Assembly. Captain Henry Fleet
and Lieutenant Francis Poythress commissioned the Assembly to either seek
peace with the Powhatan Chiefdom or in the event of failure, establish a fort
along the Rappahannock River in order to consolidate English control of the
region (Herning 1901:I:318-319). In the end, Fleet and Poythress managed to
achieve their primary objective. On October 5, 1646 Necotowance,
Opechancanough's successor, agreed to a formal peace with Virginia's colonial
government. Terms laid out in the 1646 Treaty heavily penalized the Native
populations residing near the James and York Rivers. In addition to submitting
fealty to the King of England, Indigenous communities in the area were forced to
withdraw outright from the James-York Peninsula, relocate as close to the Fall

32

The primary constituent tribe, demographically speaking, of the Powhatan Chiefdom.
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Line as possible, and abandon territories on the south side of the James River.
Any individuals violating the expulsion were susceptible to lawful execution
unless they were adorned with clothing (i.e., silver peace medallions 33) indicating
their status as a sanctioned messenger or trader. All Indian tribes on the Coastal
Plain north of the James River were expected to provide annual tribute in
perpetuity to Virginia's governor. Lastly, the 1646 Treaty mandated the surrender
of Native children to English households for religious conversion; however, many
victims became slaves to their host families instead of true Christians.
From 1610-1645 A.D., English colonists utilized slavery against Virginia's
Indigenous populations as a form of "punitive retribution" (Everett 2009), or
compensation for real or perceived damages incurred during, and after, the
Anglo-Powhatan Wars of the first half of the 17th century. English colonists
captured Indigenous men, women, and children throughout the Coastal Plain and
forced them to work in English households and plantations as domestic servants
and field hands, both within and outside the colony's borders. The rate of
enslavement was so high that Virginia's General Assembly attempted to prohibit
the enslavement of Native children with legislation in 1655, 1656, and 1657
(Shefveland 2016). By the latter half of the century, however, mass influxes of
African slaves into Virginia ultimately led to a waning reliance on Native
enslavement.
Regarding colonial concessions following the Third Anglo-Powhatan War,
the 1646 Treaty mandated that any English settlements on the north side of the
Two silver “Peace Medallions” created by English colonists in the 17th century for Indigenous communities have
been discovered within the Camden, VA property.
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York River be abandoned. The colonial Government established a March 1, 1647
deadline for residents in the area to remove domesticated animals, to fell any
trees, and to collect as much sedge 34 as necessary for their immediate needs.
Any colonists disregarding the edicts were subject to a felony conviction with a
potential punishment of death (Treaty of 1646: Article 6-7). However, one notable
exception to the restrictions on English settlement existed within the treaty.
Captain Edward Hill of Shirly Hundred, and several his business associates,
were granted permission to establish landholdings on Nanzatico territory, located
in the upper reaches of the Rappahannock River on the Northern Neck (Stanard
1915:250-255). Additionally, these men were awarded with a monopoly on trade
within Virginia's portion of the Chesapeake Bay for an 11-year period. The
monopoly on trade also empowered Hill and his colleagues to seize vessels and
goods from any traders infringing in the Bay should they be caught trading with
any Native individuals.
Finishing out the Century
By September 1, 1649, English restrictions on settlement stipulated in the 1646
Treaty came to end. During the prior year, an organized group of displaced
English planters began petitioning the Grand Assembly to reopen lands north of
the York River due to their inability to cope with unproductive fields they were
forced onto following the 1646 Treaty. Caving to political pressure, the Assembly
re-opened the Middle Peninsula and Northern Neck for settlement once again
and imposed extremely lax requirements for planters looking to return to or newly
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A local marsh grass utilized for thatching roofs or weaving baskets and mats.
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seat lands in those areas. According to Hening (1901:I:322-327), only one acre
of land had to be placed under cultivation and only one house had to be
constructed on some portion of the total patent to confirm land ownership.
Originally, the Assembly imposed a three-year deadline to fulfill these
requirements; but shortly after the governing body expanded the grace period to
seven years.
The 1649 settlement policy, which represented a deliberate breach to the
previously ratified 1646 Treaty, unleashed a torrent of English colonial settlement
into previously undisturbed Native tribal territories (Hening 1901:I:322-327).
Colonists began to patent and settle lands near Indian towns within the Middle
Peninsula and Northern Neck at an unprecedented scale, a practice often
avoided just a decade earlier due to concerns for bodily safety. Large swaths of
land were claimed by wealthy individuals, like the patent awarded to Ralph
Wormley I, which at times encompassed whole Indian towns within their
boundaries (Strickland et al. 2016:23).
Unsurprisingly, the new waves of colonial encroachment on the Northern
Neck led to a renewed outbreak of hostilities that, during the following two
decades, pitted the Native communities along the Rappahannock against
neighboring English colonists in a protracted series of skirmishes. By 1650,
English settlers began claiming lands on both side of the Rappahannock River,
reaching as far west as Portobago Bay in the River's upper reaches. Thousands
of acres were divided amongst some of Virginia's wealthiest individuals such as
William Underwood, his brother-in-law and business partner James Williamson,
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Anthony Jackman, and Moore Fauntleroy; many of which would later play key
roles in the eventual government seizure of Post-Contact Indian “Preserve”
Lands (Strickland et al. 2016:30). In some instances, English land acquisitions,
such as those of Fauntleroy, required tribal notification and negotiation to confirm
legal ownership. Interestingly, none of the patents sanctioned by Governor
William Berkeley, especially for the individuals mentioned, made any reference to
the Rappahannock tribe, who historically occupied much of the targeted territory.
This omission likely suggests the Rappahannock had vacated the area by the
time of the land claims and settled somewhere more secluded from European
colonists (Strickland et al. 2016:24[cites Old Rappahannock County: Deeds
1656-1692:250).
Because many of the English land claims proposed during the early
1650's abutted tribal territories at an unprecedented scale, the new post-1640s
waves of encroachment exacerbated social tensions between Indigenous
communities and colonists along the Rappahannock River. In the case of the
Moraughtacund Indians, aggressive English infringement into tribal
hunting/farming territories led the community to abandon their ancestral homes
along the Rappahannock and to resettle themselves south towards the interior of
the Middle Peninsula (Hening 1901:II:274-275; Old Rappahannock County 16561692:249-252). The Moraughtacund's eventual destination, the head of
Piscataway Creek, also happened to be the new home of the Mattaponi Tribe,
another community similarly displaced from their ancestral lands from the south
along the Mattaponi River.
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In November 1652, the Grand Assembly, distraught with the recent land
scavenging occurring north of the York River, passed a law decreeing the
construction of land parcels exclusively for Native occupancy and use (Billings
1975:65-73). Acknowledging the crimes conducted by English settlers across the
Coastal Plain and the government-approved breach of the 1646 Treaty, the
Assembly began organizing land “Preserves” that would be off limits for any
future land patents. Natives residing within these “Preserves” were not
authorized to sell any of the lands granted without approval by the Council of
State. However, the colonial government codified Native hunting and gathering
rights beyond these new territories into lands ceded to the colonial government
previously in 1646, apart from any plantation lands enclosed by fences (Nugent
1934:I:239, 264, 278). Unfortunately, many of the defined boundaries intersected
land claims made by English colonists within their land patents, resulting in lax
recognition of established or newly constructed Indian borders on the part of
colonial settlers.
Virginia's colonial government began surveying and physically
demarcating “Preserve” land within Middle Peninsula and Northern Neck several
months after the passage of the 1652 decree. On September 14, 1653, the
Rappahannock Tribe was assigned a tract of land with respect to the location of
their occupied settlements in Lancaster County, northwest of Underwood's patent
near Milbeck (later Cat Point) Creek. The act authorizing the “Preserve” also
established a system of restitution if either the English or Rappahannock
breached each other's lands divisions. English trespassers were to be tried in
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Lancaster County Court, the English colonial jurisdiction that encompassed the
Rappahannock Tribe's “Preserve”, and the same was expected for Indian hunters
that attacked hogs or cattle belonging to a planter (Lancaster County Orders
1656-1666:126).
Whatever form of peace and stability established by the Grand Assembly
following the establishment of Native “Preserves” in the Northern Neck quickly
disappeared later that year. Following the death of the Rappahannock Chief
Towerozen, sometime during the winter of 1653, dormant tensions between the
Tribe and their English neighbors once again resurfaced. In 1660, Governor
Berkley contacted the Lancaster County Court out of concern for mounting
complaints made by the Rappahannock regarding English trespassers and
poachers, in particular the local landowner Moore Fauntleroy (Lancaster County
Deeds and Wills 1661-1702:380). According to the Rappahannock, Fauntleroy
had allegedly sanctioned, and at times organized, various premeditated intrusion
episodes into Rappahannock “Preserve” lands in addition to robbing the Tribe of
its mandated tribute for Virginia's governor. Two years later, Berkley decided in
favor of the Rappahannock’s claims and reaffirmed the Tribe's “Preserve”
boundaries; likewise the Grand Assembly sanctioned Fauntleroy for duplicitous
dealing with the tribe and theft of the Government's tribute (Strickland et al.
2016:29; cites Old Rappahannock County 1656-1692:188-189).
Land patents issued by the Grand Assembly in March 1663 and
September 1664 appeared to signal an abrupt change in policy toward the
Rappahannock Tribe and other neighboring Indigenous communities. English
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settlers were once again allowed to claim and settle lands near Cat Point Creek,
the boundary of the community's “Preserve” (Patent Book 5:138, 239). By 1669,
most of the Rappahannock Tribe abandoned the “Preserve” lands and relocated
to nearby New Kent County. A census conducted in October 1669 recorded 30
Rappahannock warriors residing within the Middle Peninsula following the
migration (Strickland et al. 2016:34). Interesting to note is the identification of 40
Totuskey Indian warriors in this census; Strickland et al. (2016:34) suggest they
represent surviving members of the Tanx Rappahannock or Totosha
communities, both of which were viewed by the English as constituent members
of the larger Rappahannock Tribe during the Contact Period.
Elsewhere during the 1650 and 1660 decades, other Native communities
with long-standing residential histories along the Rappahannock River
experienced fates similar to those of the Rappahannock Tribe. Sometime during
the year 1651, the Moraughtacund vacated their ancestral lands on the northern
side of the Rappahannock River near the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay. The
tribe eventually relocated to the head of the Piscataway Creek on Virginia's
Middle Peninsula, earlier identified as the new home of the recently displaced
Mattaponi Tribe (Strickland et al 2016:30). About a decade later, the
Moraughtacund successfully re-obtained portions of their original territories on
the northern side of the Rappahannock River as part of the colony's initiative to
establish Indian “Preserves”. On November 5, 1662, justices of Old
Rappahannock County convened to review a mandate passed by the General
Assembly concerning the rights of Chief Morraticund (of the Moraughtacund; Old
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Rappahannock County 1656-1692:249-252). County justices ordered that any
English settlers illegally residing (i.e., settled without right and title) within three
miles of the Moraughtacund Town pay the weroance tribute as payment for the
lands they occupied. Tribute consisted of one matchcoat per 100 acres taken in
addition to free access to English labor that the Chief utilized for the building and
maintenance of border fences for the tribe's “Preserve” lands.
The November 5th order also stipulated the legal boundaries of the
Moraughtacund’s newly formed “Preserve”. County justices affirmed that the
Moraughtacund territory consisted of 2,000 acres for a town and its necessary
cornfields, which abutted the property owned by Thomas Robinson and ran north
along the Morraticon/Lancaster Creek. The total acreage for the “Preserve” was
likely determined by another decree passed by the General Assembly several
years earlier in March 1658. The 1658 decree instituted a policy that limited
Indian “Preserve” lands to a fixed rate of 50 acres per bowman, which was to be
assigned in aggregate. Assuming the General Assembly utilized the 50 acres per
bowman policy, the Moraughtacund territory consisted of about 2,000 acres,
reflecting a population of about 40 bowmen at the time of land allotment (Ragan
2006:180-181).
Despite their recent gains, English encroachment soon forced the
Moraughtacund away from the Rappahannock River. Sometime in October 1667,
a colonist by the name of John Hull reportedly purchased “Preserve” lands
belonging to the Moraughtacund and the nearby Totuskey (Old Rappahannock
Deeds 1663-1692:139). By the end of the decade, the Moraughtacund no longer
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appeared on the colonial census of Indians residing in Virginia. Strickland et al.
(2016:31) suggest that the Moraughtacund likely assimilated with the Mattaponi
who were settled nearby, eventually travelling with them during their complete
departure from the Middle Peninsula by 1685.
Along the Portobago and Nanzatico Bay areas of the Rappahannock
River, the neighboring Nanzatico, Nansemond 35, and Portobago tribes controlled
approximately 11,000 acres of semi-contiguous land along the Rappahannock
River by the year 1667. The unique circumstances of the territory drew attention
from Virginia tribes with ancestral land ties outside the region that were forcefully
removed following government-sanctioned land grabs during the mid-17th
century. In 1650, the Machodoc (also known as the Ozaiawomen) established a
town in proximity to those of the Nansemond and Nanzatico, a decision likely
considered life-threatening just fifty years prior (Strickland et al 2016:33). By
October 1669, however, English encroachment had reduced the 11,000-acre
series of “Preserves” to half its original size. A census conducted during that year
identified 110 warriors between the Portobago, Nanzatico, and Nansemond
Indians (McIlwaine 1905-1915:1660-1693:16). Land holding records indicate that
the Nansemond “Preserve” consisted of about 5,000 acres while the Portobago
and Nanzatico combined for a total of 5,500 acres. Other Native Rappahannock
River communities present during the Contact Period, such as the Dogue,
Wicomico, and Corrotoman (originally documented as the Cuttawomen), were
either displaced to the eastern most reaches of the Northern Neck, relocated off
35

No clear evidence currently exists confirming any social connection between the Nansemond Tribe residing
along the Rappahannock River and the Nansemond Tribe of southeast Virginia
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the peninsula entirely, or assimilated with other neighboring tribal communities
(Strickland et al. 2016:34, cites Patent Book 2:183; 4:82; Rountree 1990:123).
As mentioned repeatedly over the past several pages, encroachment and
dispossession of land are the recurring themes that characterize the
documentary record of the early Post-Contact era. In addition to the examples
provided, evidence of this also appears in a cursory glance of the size and
volume of large land patent claims approved by the colonial government during
the 1650 and 1660 decades (see Strickland et al. 2016:36-39). From 1652 to
1656, the colonial government approved two large land patents directly within the
Nanzatico - Portobago - Nansemond “Preserve” areas. The first was granted to
Edward Hill I, who patented 4,000 acres of land on Nanzatico land on the
northern side of the Rappahannock River. The second patent was granted to Sir
Henry Chicheley, who requested 2,220 acres also on the northern side of the
river. Across the river to the south, Thomas Lucas patented 3,423 acres of land
from the tribe's southern territory. In 1667, James Coghill obtained 1,050 acres
near Portobago Bay, land taken mostly from the Portobago Indian community.
Colonists John Prosser and John Wright together patented roughly 1,700 acres
of Rappahannock riverfront land near the Mangecommunnkson Indian town
adjacent to Goldenvale Creek.
In addition to the land patent system, English dispossession of Native
“Preserves” also employed strategies of deliberate violence. During the October
1665 session of the Grand Assembly, colonial officials adopted a new Indian
relations platform that promoted a new wave of open hostility against Native
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towns throughout the Coastal Plain (Hening 1901:II:218-219). English colonists
seeking justice for the murder of fellow compatriots by Native hands could begin
holding entire Native towns liable, regardless of if evidence existed proving their
complicity. This new change to the colonial legal code also contained a provision
empowering the Grand Assembly to choose all future tribal leaders. Native
communities rejecting Assembly choices for leadership were considered enemies
of the government, thus without right or claim to and lands they previously held.
A year later, the Governor's Council pushed the colony's violent agenda
further by declaring war upon the Rappahannock River's Monzaticon,
Nansemond, Portobago, Dogue, and Patawomeck Indian communities 36.
Justification for this decision rested on the assumption that these groups were
allegedly responsible for a series of murders against colonists that occurred over
the past four years (i.e., 1662 - 1666 A.D.). Governor Berkeley, tasked with
amassing a militia and devising a plan to fund the new war effort, sanctioned a
spoil-of-war system that enabled English colonists to seize any goods found over
the course of the assaults and to capture Indian women and children for
servitude or sale into slavery (McIlwaine 1924:488-489). Old Rappahannock
County records are replete with instances of support for Berkley's decision. One
noteworthy correspondence between County officials to Major General Robert
Smith, a leader of the militia forces, elaborates on how vengeance, in the form of
utter destruction, and simple war spoils are enough reward to convince local
36

Strickland et al. (2016:39) note that while the Rappahannock Tribe was not mentioned by name in the 1666
declaration of war, the geographic areas and communities targeted suggest they were likely affected by the
colonial government's decision. The 1666 attacks may have been a primary driver in the eventual relocation of the
Rappahannock Tribe to the Middle Peninsula.
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colonists residing in the Middle Peninsula and Northern Neck to join the war (Old
Rappahannock County:Deeds:1663-1692:23). Officials authoring these
messages, such as John Catlett, John Weir, Robert Smith, and Thomas
Goodrich, all patented land in the area targeted by the colonial government
between 1662 and 1666. Admittedly circumstantial, the timing of the assaults on
Rappahannock River Tribes and the likely motivation of well-to-do English
planters in the region to acquire agriculturally productive lands suggests these
assaults may have had more to do with colonial greed than justice. Nonetheless,
tribal communities victimized by these assaults either involuntarily lost portions or
the entirety of their “Preserve” lands along the Rappahannock River.
By the 1670's, a new set of threats emerged for Virginia's Native
Rappahannock communities. Foreign Indigenous tribes north and west of
Virginia's Coastal Plain began preying upon Virginia Indian communities and
English frontier settlements along the state's western Fall Line. Groups, such as
the Susquehannock from Maryland, crossed into Virginia either to harass and
exploit, or to seek revenge on English colonists in Virginia for past assaults into
their lands. In 1676, Virginia's colonial government began construction of nine
forts at points considered strategically important to the defense of frontier
plantations and tributary Native Tribes (Andrews 1967:106-107). Costs of the
forts were underwritten by tax levies and forced conscription of men and horses.
Each location was supplied with substantial quantities of powder, shot, medical,
supplies, tools, and provisions, all at public expense. One of these structures was
constructed on the Rappahannock River and placed under the command of
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Major Lawrence Smith, who was promised a five-mile tract of land on the lower
side of the river for his services (Andrews 1967:108; Hening 1901:II:326, 448453). Public support for the forts, on the part of the English, was unsurprisingly
low; given the costs imposed and the poor quality of construction (many forts
were simply mud and dirt structures), colonists viewed the structures more as
"mousetraps" rather than potential havens (Strickland et al. 2016:42).
In addition to foreign attacks, the 1670 decade ushered in a period of
ruthless interethnic violence across Virginia's Coastal Plain. Towards the south
along the James River, an English planter by the name of Nathaniel Bacon
subsumed leadership of an unauthorized military march against all of Virginia's
Native population. Known historically as Bacon's Rebellion (see Rice 2013), this
uncontrolled wave of violence spread across Virginia's Coastal Plain and resulted
in a series of mass murders of any Native peoples it encountered. One notable
attack that encapsulates the brutality of Bacon's Rebellion occurred in Dragon
Swamp 37 during the month of September 1676. Bacon and his mob of vigilantes
attacked a contingent of Pamunkey Indians hiding in the area, indiscriminately
killing Native men, women, and children while simultaneously plundering all their
goods. Victims who survived Bacon's marauding band were taken as captives,
one of which included a Nanzatico woman who was described as "half-starved"
and incapable of escape, and a Rappahannock woman who was later sold into
slavery 38 (Strickland et al. 2016:43).
Located within Virginia's Middle Peninsula near the King and Queen County courthouse
The Rappahannock woman identified in the historical record by Strickland et al. (2016:43) is noted to have been
freed in 1685. The authors also note that the 1677 Treaty of Middle Plantation stipulated that tributary Indians
could not be enslaved longer than European servants.

37
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Sometime during Bacon's Rebellion, the colony organized a Special
Commission to begin a fact-finding mission aimed at discerning the causes for
the rising violence. Reasons identified from English testimonials were similar
much across the colony, including complaints that they were unable to tell
friendly Natives from hostile ones and that they were financially exhausted from
defending against frontier invasions (Strickland et al. 2016:43). Complaints from
Old Rappahannock County and Old Rappahannock's Sittenbourne Parish also
include requests for information pertaining to a recent Indian attack led by local
residents George Mason and George Brent into Maryland (Strickland et al.
2016:43). For these two frontier communities, the consequences of Mason's and
Brent's foray, namely violent retaliation conducted by Maryland's Susquehannock
population, was posited as the potential "original cause" for their involvement in
the Rebellion. Regardless of the true spark that lit Bacon and his fellow
vigilantes’ fuses, the mounting and uncontrollable Native death toll forced the
colonial government to draft a new treaty with its tributary tribes.
In May 1677, the Virginia colonial government and many of the colony's
tributary Indian communities agreed to a formal peace agreement to end the
hostilities of Bacon's Rebellion. Notable tribal representatives included the
"queens" and "kings" (i.e., werowances) of the Pamunkey, Weyanoke, Nottoway,
and Nansemond (of southern Virginia). Signatories for various Rappahannock
River communities were also present, including members of the Appomattock,
Saponi, Monacan, and Meherrin Tribes. An individual named Pattanochus, who
resided in Old Rappahannock County, was also present and signed the
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document on behalf of the Portobago, Nanzatico, and Rappahannock
Nansemond (who at the time likely identified as either Mattehatique or
Mangokemoxon).
The terms of the peace, enshrined in the Treaty of Middle Plantation (see
Encyclopedia Virginia 2020[1677]), attempted to allay the alleged fears colonists
identified as their motivations for supporting or joining the Rebellion. Tributary
tribes reaffirmed their allegiance to the Crown and acknowledged that title to their
land was derived from the monarch. Body paint adornment was henceforth
banned from any colonized areas in Virginia. All tribal leaders were to have equal
power, except in the case of Opechancanough’s daughter and successor
Cockacoeske, the leader of the Pamunkey Indians. The colonial government
decreed that several surviving tribal remnants of the Powhatan Chiefdom,
notably the Chickahominy, Rappahannock, Mattaponi, Kiskiack, and Totuskey,
were to be henceforth under the administration of Pamunkey leadership.
Whether this arrangement functioned in practice at the time seems doubtful.
Documentary evidence suggests some of these tribes, notably the Chickahominy
and Rappahannock, retained significant degrees of autonomy and often operated
independently of the Pamunkey tribe as independent tributaries.
In order to curtail aggressive English land encroachment, the Treaty of
Middle Plantation also enacted a ban on settlement within a three-mile radius of
an Indian town. Should transgressions occur, signatories to the Treaty were
entitled to protection from the colonial government. In practice, however, results
were little better than those of earlier efforts at maintaining communal separation;
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ultimately the pledge failed in its effort to deter land-hungry colonists and nontributary Indian tribes outside the boundaries of the colony. Virginia Officials often
claimed that the Treaty, despite its intentions, also created additional problems
by exacerbating inter-tribal relations whenever court arbitrations favored one
tribal community over another (McCartney 2006:257-258).
By the onset of the 1680s', English control of the Rappahannock River
Valley had cemented itself on both upper and lower banks, halfway upriver
toward the Fall Line from the Chesapeake Bay. As in previous decades,
continued English encroachment pressured local Native residents to areas west,
closer to lands constantly threatened by non-tributary tribal attacks. In November
1863, a report made by Nicholas Spencer, then president of the Council of State,
mentions a wave of attacks led by the Seneca on the colony’s western frontier
(McIlwaine 1925-1945:I:13). Spencer notes that in addition to attacks on settlers,
the Seneca had successfully raided the Mattaponi Indian Town and were in the
process of beginning a new siege on the Chickahominy settlement. The colonial
government solutions to such incursions included providing corn and beef to
victim tributary tribes, and at times forced tribal consolidation to increase the
number of warriors present for defense (McIlwaine 1925-1945:I:54).
On November 25, 1682, Virginia Officials granted a new 4,000-acre
“Preserve” to the Rappahannock Indian tribe near their recently established
settlement at the heads of Piscataway Creek and Indian Neck (McIlwaine 19251945:I:54; Library of Virginia Patent Book 9:214). This arrangement, however,
was short-lived. By November 1683, raids by non-Virginia Indians and mounting
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pressure from the colonial government had forced the tribe to abandon their land
and relocate to Nanzatico territory. The Governor's Council ordered for a
contingent of 32 male colonists and their horses to aid in the relocation of the
Rappahannock Tribe across the Middle Peninsula to their new allocated
settlement (McIlwaine 1925-1945:I:54). Upon reaching the lower bank of the
Rappahannock River, the caravan traversed across to the north bank and arrived
at an area somewhere relatively close to the tribe's first “Preserve” lands
between Cat Point and Totuskey Creek; however,70 Rappahannock individuals
were escorted to the Portobago Bay portion of the Nanzatico “Preserve” instead
in a likely attempt to limit the strength of any future consolidated Indigenous
enemy forces.
Several years following the relocation of the Rappahannock Tribe to the
Portobago Bay Region, French Huguenot Durand de Dauphine visited local
Englishman Ralph Wormeley II at his plantation Rosegill, located within the
contemporary town of Urbanna, VA (Durand 1934[1687]:151-154, 157-158, 177;
see also Strickland et al. 2016:47-48). Shortly after his arrival to Rosegill,
Wormeley II, Dauphine, and several other English gentlemen set out on a
journey upriver and across the Rappahannock River to visit Wormeley’s other
landholdings at Nanzatico and Portobago Bay 39. All the men were quickly
greeted by a group of three “savages”, possibly recent Rappahannock arrivals
the area, who gifted them with three turkeys, two wild (weighing ~40lbs. each)

Dauphine (1934[1687]:151) mentions that these properties belonged to the local Indigenous communities just
“five” or “six” years prior to his arrival in 1686 A.D.
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and one domestic. According to Dauphine (1934[1687]:151-152), Wormeley II’s
properties were in clear view of the town here wall three Native visitors resided;
with his interest piqued, Dauphine requested Wormeley for an opportunity to visit
the town soon after the “savages” departed. The next day both men, in addition
to another individual named “Monsieur Parker”, traveled across to
Rappahannock River to the southern bank and continued the remainder of their
journey on horseback. After surveying the entire southern side of the
Nanzatico/Portobago Bay, the three men arrived at the local Indigenous village
where Dauphine counted “six houses” and a landscape bountiful in “wild
grapevines” and countless “peach trees” (Dauphine 1934[1687]:151).
Dauphine’s account of his visit to the Native village at
Portobago/Nanzatico Bay offers a rare glimpse into the material culture of daily
Indigenous life close to the end of the 17th century (i.e., circa 1686-1687 A.D.).
According to Dauphine (Dauphine 1934[1687]:152), the residents were “darker
than the Egyptians” that he was accustomed to encountering in continental
Europe and branded their faces with “scars in the shape of snail-shells” that were
then filled with a powdery subsistence before healing, likely ochre. The men of
the village fashioned themselves in simple blue or white linen shirts that were
likely acquired through trade with local English colonists; women adorned
themselves in simple deer skins and furs while children remained generally nude
“however cold it may be” outside. Dauphine observed that Indigenous residents
of the village maintained a gendered division of labor when it came to carrying
out daily household tasks (Dauphine 1934[1687]:153-154). The men of the
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village were responsible for hunting and fishing while women continued serving
the as village agriculturalists and domestic producers of processed or refined
materials, such as leather, nets, pottery, foodstuffs, and tobacco paraphernalia.
Dauphine (Dauphine1934[1687]:153) noted that annual crop harvests belonged
to the community as a whole, by which individuals take according to their needs.
Moreover, agricultural goods, as well as terrestrial and aquatic game, were sold
to or exchanged 40 with the local “Christian” (i.e., colonial) population for desirable
goods ranging from tobacco, iron farming equipment, copper, European beads,
and firearms.
The houses, or yihakan, that village residents constructed were “rather
pretty”; the walls and the roofs of each structure appeared to be ornamented with
tree remains held together by deer thongs so that rain and wind did not penetrate
inside the dwelling (Dauphine 1934[1687]:125-153). A hearth was located at the
center of the dwelling and was surrounded by the occupants’ bed mats,
constructed using coarse riverine grasses that were held above the floor by “little
forks” that doubled as a form of seating furniture. According to Dauphine
(Dauphine 1934[1687]:153), new domestic structures were only made following a
marriage, which he described as an informal arrangement between young adults
to live together as to not confuse child paternity within the community. The
marriage ceremony consisted of a village gathering whereby the young man
presents a “hind or hart foot” to the young woman he wishes to betroth (Durand

According to Dauphine (1934[1687]:153) corn was traded in and for Native-made pottery in such a way that he
could discern the existence of a crude, yet formalized market between the local Rappahannock communities and
English colonists where the price of a Native-made pot was equal to the amount of corn that filled it.
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1934[1687]:153-154); the woman, should she accept the offer, in turn gives her
male suitor “an ear of Indian corn.” Dauphine described the exchange of hides
and corn as a material reflection of the gendered division of domestic labor that
appeared to organize daily life in the community: the women provided their
homes with corn while the husband provided the house with regular supply of
game. Interesting to note, all of these observations Dauphine made of
Indigenous domestic life likely took place within, or nearby, the archaeological
landscape under investigation for this dissertation: the Camden Historic District of
Caroline County, VA (Strickland et al. 2016:48-49).
During the final years of the 17th century, Virginia colonial settlers solidified
control of the entire Coastal Plain's prime agricultural and hunting grounds. This
process required Virginia's government to continue issuing patents for tribal
“Preserve” lands allegedly protected by past treaties. Along the Rappahannock
River, a report issued by Governor Edmund Andros in 1697 referenced only two
Indian groups residing along the waterway at the close of the century (Strickland
et al. 2016:51). However, the report is biased given it only accounted for tribal
communities residing within previously established “Preserve” lands. Strickland
et al. (2016:51) hypothesize that the groups identified were likely the Nanzatico
and Rappahannock tribes, the former of which still controlled land in the region of
which the latter recently settled several years prior.
By July 8, 1702, Governor Edmund Jennings identified the presence of
only 30 Indian warriors (and presumably their families) residing along the
Rappahannock River, attributing them to either the Portobago or Nanzatico tribal
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communities. No mention of the once populous Maraughtacund, Nansemond, or
Totuskey Tribes appeared in the report, suggesting that they either no longer
survived into the turn of the century or, more likely, abandoned their “Preserve”
lands all together. Three years later Robert Beverley II issued a report identifying
the presence of a small group of scattered Rappahannock and Portobago Tribal
families in Essex County, which then included Portobago Bay and Richmond
County (Colonial Office 1697:5/1312 Part II:221-222).
The year 1704 heralded one of the darkest chapters for the
Rappahannock River's Nanzatico Tribe. In April of that year, the Nanzatico filed
an official complaint with the Virginia's government that claimed two neighboring
planters, Thomas Kendall and Thomas Lunsford, illegally seized the entirety of
their “Preserve”. The tribe requested that the Council of State be convened to
consider a new assignment of acreage to compensate for Kendall' and
Lunsford's illegal land seizures, of which the Council agreed to consider.
Unfortunately, consideration failed to occur sooner than necessary.
In September of 1704, a group of Native American warriors attacked the
home of John Rowley of Richmond County, leading to the death of several
Englishmen. One young girl that survived the assault described her attackers to
authorities, who immediately suspected the local Nanzatico and/or Piscataway
tribes based on the descriptions. The Nanzatico were locally known to have had
significant disagreements with the Rowley family in the past (Strickland et al.
2016:52). Given this prior history, Richmond's authorities ultimately targeted the
tribe for vengeance more so than the Piscataway, culminating in an eventual
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arrest of a group of Nanzatico men and the complete detainment of the
community's remaining population. When the accused arrived in Richmond
County's courthouse, five of them were convicted and immediately hanged. Two
other individuals that served as informants during the trial were also sentenced to
death. One man, by the name of Frank, was acquitted.
Following the convictions, Richmond County's justices ruled that the
remainder of the Nanzatico tribe (roughly 40 or so individuals at the time) be
transported to the colonial capital at Williamsburg (Richmond County 1692-1704:
Order Book 4[1704-1708]:40, 100). According to the justices, the remaining
members of the Nanzatico tribe were required to stand trial in accordance with a
1663 law that imposed accountability for crimes onto an entire Indigenous tribe's
population should any illegal actions conducted by members of its group.
Authorities from Richmond, Essex, King and Queen, and New Kent Counties
served as escorts during the tribe's journey south, as well as jailors upon arriving
at each jurisdiction's prison.
The Nanzatico finally learned their fate in May of 1705 after spending a
grueling winter in Williamsburg's prison. Virginia's House of Burgesses ruled that
the entire tribe should be held responsible, based on association, for Richmond
County murders. Anyone aged 12 or older within the tribe was ordered to be
expelled from the colony and sold into immediate slavery. Individuals younger
than 12 years of ager were to remain as slaves within Virginia until the age of
twenty-four. The Burgesses ignored attempts by the Council of State to lighten
the tribe's sentence, such as recommending a pardon for an elderly couple and
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requesting a more lenient penalty for Nanzatico women and girls (i.e., seven
years of slavery on Virginia's Eastern Shore; Nugent 1934:III:149, 151, 167, 202,
226). English landowners that held property in the Nanzatico “Preserve”, such as
John Lomax, Gawin Corbin, John Taliaferro, John Catlett, and Ralph Wormeley
II, were either prominent members of the House of Burgesses or justices on
country courts during the time of the Nanzatico case. The decision to refuse
clemency likely rested in the fact that many of these individuals stood to gain
significant portions of arable land once the tribe vacated their “Preserve”.
Commencement of the Nanzatico's punishment was fierce and
unsurprisingly replete with duplicity. On the same day when the Nanzatico tribe
learned of their fates, the governor ordered the retrieval of the community's
children, formed a group of individuals aged 12 or younger, and distributed these
newly enslaved youths to him and his fellow councilmembers (McIlwaine 19251945:II:384-388). The governor and the colony’s Council treated the tribe's adults
no better. After agreeing to return the Nanzatico tribe's confiscated belongings,
the Council, unbeknownst to the tribe, sold their goods to recoup trial-related
expenses (Winfree 1971:43). On May 12, 1705 sea captain John Martin posted a
bond guaranteeing "transportation of the Nanzatico Indians" to the English
Caribbean colony of Antigua (McIlwaine and Kennedy 1905-1915:1702-1712:9799)). About a year later, Martin presented a certificate from Antigua's lieutenant
governor, Daniel Park, confirming the transport of the Nanzatico and their
subjugation into seven years of slavery.
In 1705, Virginia's colonial government passed a series of laws known as

150

the Slave Code (Hening 1901:III:251, 289, 449-450, 459). Chattel slavery and
disenfranchisement became legalized against all non-white populations including
Indigenous peoples. Additionally, non-white individuals were also barred from
holding any government office and, if one happened to be a slave, could not sue
for their freedom. Lastly, in what one could speculate as a direct attack towards
Virginia's Indigenous communities in particular, the Slave Codes abolished the
right of non-whites to file legal grievances against any abuse they received from
English colonists, in effect depriving such groups from having any recourse to
ensure tribal and land integrity.
During the twilight years of the Post-Contact period, the documentary
record is relatively silent regarding Rappahannock River's Indigenous
populations. In 1707, Governor Robert Beverley II penned a set of personal
concerns he held for Virginia’s tributary Indian tribes of the day, noting that
English theft of land the growing threat of non-tributary groups invading the
region appeared to have decimated their communities (Beverley 1947:232-233).
Lieutenant Governor Alexander Spotswood listed the Chickahominy, Meherrin,
Nansemond (of southern Virginia), Nottoway, Occoneechee, Pamunkey, Saponi,
Stukanock, and Totero as the remaining tributary tribes present within Virginia
during the year of 1712. None of these tribes held ancestral lands along the
Rappahannock River, suggesting Spotswood either overlooked any surviving
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communities from the region 41 or included them with one of the other groups he
listed.
Conclusion
This chapter surveyed the extent 17th century historical record of Virginia to
reconstruct an Indigenous-focused history of Rappahannock River’s Coastal
Plain. For much of the 20th and 21st centuries such constructs remained mostly
absent from popular, academic, and historic preservation discourses. It was only
in 2016 when a formalized, systematic attempt at addressing this absence began
(see Strickland et al. 2016), and it took approximately two years later until the
public began taking notice (Washington Post 2018). Much of this chapter owes a
great debt to these recent efforts, which provided aid in identifying primary and
secondary sources documenting snapshots of Indigenous Rappahannock
lifeways in the face of the fragmentary state of Virginian’s 17th century
documentary record.
As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, the themes of violence,
depopulation, disenfranchisement, displacement, and enslavement are easily
identifiable within the extant Rappahannock River - Coastal Plain historical
record. Despite early amicable relations between the local Powhatan Chiefdom
and English colonists of Jamestown’s early years, protracted conflict between
both parties quickly emerged when drought began plaguing the region a year or

41

Strickland et al. (2016:54) posit that Spotswood's concern for the safety of individuals residing along the
Rappahannock River's Fall Line frontier indicates that he may have overlooked the Eastern portion of the river due
to its relative "peacefulness" at the time
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so after the English arrival in 1607 A.D. Starvation and greed, in conjunction with
cultural misunderstanding, reached a tipping point in 1609 A.D., resulting in half
century of violent raids, village burnings, and indiscriminate murder between both
sides.
While regional Indigenous communities managed to maintain an upper
hand politically and economically within the region, such circumstances quickly
disappeared following the end of the final (i.e., Third) Anglo-Powhatan War.
Indigenous casualties in the conflict rose to the tens of thousands, not including
any cases of death by disease. The Treaty of 1646 A.D. marked the unofficial
end of the violent half-century and Powhatan Chiefdom as a functioning
institution. Surviving Indigenous communities and individual families consolidated
with larger neighboring groups, at times forcibly and in others by choice.
Censuses (see Hening 1901:II:275; taken between 1669 A.D. and 1712 A.D.
corroborate these patterns, as well as quantitatively, albeit in a biased fashion,
diminishing numbers of “bowmen” – the common unit early colonists utilized for
measuring Indigenous populations.
An additional consequence resulting from the Treaty of 1646 was the
creation of some of North America’s earliest Indian Reservations (i.e.,
“Preserves”). English colonists allocated large acreages of land to the various
tribal entities willing to participate in the colonial scheme based on population
size in hopes of eliminating Indigenous mobility behavior in favor an Englishapproved sedentary way of life. Although the colonial government at the time,
and for a decade or so after, attempted to maintain the integrity and boundaries
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of the newly enacted “Preserves,” such arrangements quickly vanished when
various English colonists patented or bought tracts of land illegally or through
contractual manipulation. Responses to these transgressions varied across tribal
communities; some groups attempted to live by the terms of the treaty in hopes
of redressing grievances through newly hegemonic English judicial system,
others abandoned their ancestral homes outright, and, in rare instances, some
tribes simply continued practicing traditional lifeways and attempted to outright
ignore English machinations.
The final theme, enslavement, characterizes Indigenous-English relations
during the final decades of the Post-Contact period along the Rappahannock
River. Following the indiscriminate, Indigenous-targeted attacks on Native
“Preserves” during Bacon’s Rebellion (ca. 1705 A.D.), English attitudes of Native
populations made the irreversible shift toward one emphasizing chattel slavery.
Indigenous communities, once perceived as lawful equals to the English and thus
deserving of equal treatment theoretically, became legally disenfranchised of
their rights and privileges afforded to them in prior treaties (i.e., Treaty of 1646
and Treaty of Middle Plantation) once the colonial government enacted the
Virginia Slave Codes. Land, the right to sue or petition the government, and the
right to purchase their freedom should one be enslaved were replaced with strict
segregationist and racialized policies designed to systematically destroy entire
Indigenous communities, as was the case with the Nanzatico tribe in 1705.
Given that the themes of violence, depopulation, displacement, and
enslavement are easily identifiable in the extant and newly developing historical
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records (e.g., Strickland et al. 2016) pertaining to Rappahannock River
Indigenous communities, it becomes difficult to accept the prevailing academic
claim of cultural continuity between the Contact and Post-Contact periods posited
by previous scholars of Virginia Native history (e.g., Rountree 1989; Rountree
and Turner 2002). Despite the relatively small geographic scale of the region
under consideration for this dissertation, colonial records suggest Native
Rappahannock River communities were subjected to unprecedented limitations
to natural resources characteristic of the stone-age economy they practiced. Yet,
several stories, like the memoir of French Huguenot Durand de Dauphine,
suggest village life continued to revolve around daily subsistence practices
practiced over the last several centuries. The existence of such a paradox, I
believe, likely indicates that the historically accurate answer as to whether Native
life changed or continued along the same historical trajectory into the twilight
decades of the 17th century still remains at large.
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Chapter 5: Identifying Archaeological Evidence of a New 17th-century
Historical Transition
According to “block time” histories of Virginia’s Coastal Plain, Indigenous
construction of long term, densely occupied Indigenous village communities
began sometime during the region’s “Late Woodland” period following the
introduction of maize horticulture (ca. 900 – 1000 A.D.; Gallivan 2003:17). House
site remains within settlements dating to this time suggest the adoption and
increasing reliance on such stapes, likely marking a transition towards a more
horticultural-based economy and sedentary lifestyle (Gallivan 2003; Potter
1993:103-148).
Western-trained archaeologists conducting regional-scale surveys in
Virginia between the 1970 and 1990 decades (0dentified patterning in “Late
Woodland” era domestic architecture and artifact assemblages that pointed to
the emergence of a unique, materially rich class of Indigenous households see
(c.f., Custer 1986; Dent 2007[1995]; Reinhart and Hodges 1992; Potter 1993;
Stewart 1998). Gallivan (2003:157) notes that this new group of domestic units
tended to occupy unprecedentedly large house structures 42 that contained
surpluses of material goods that exceeded the basic demands of survival in
Virginia’s environments. Moreover, higher densities of non-local goods such as
copper, chert, shell, and pearl became localized disproportionately both within
the physical house structures of the newly emerging demographic group in
Virginia as well as within spatially proximal ossuary sites that maintained
unprecedented segregation from those utilized by other households within a
42

When compared to the average size of house sites within a village.
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village. Unlike their newly emergent counterparts, the average Indigenous
household during the “Late Woodland” era exhibited archaeological evidence of
diminishing size, decreases in surplus wealth, and sharp reductions in access to
non-local goods (Potter 1993:216-218). Such a discrepancy suggests the
historical trajectory of “Late Woodland” village life appears to reflect a
fundamental shift away from previous “Middle Woodland” domestic social
dynamics emphasizing domestic independence and egalitarian notions of
production, consumption, and exchange towards a new system emphasizing
entrepreneurship and hierarchy.
Gallivan’s (1999, 2003) archaeological investigations of “Late Woodland,
Protohistoric, and Contact” period Indigenous house sites along the James River
found that as archaeological evidence of Indigenous social inequality increased
through time, the form and function of the region’s political economy evolved in
tow. By 1500 A.D. the material distinctions between “elite” households, or the
newly emergent domestic class in Virginia, and those of “commoners” (i.e., the
mean/average example within a village) had reached a historical tipping point
whereby Gallivan (1999, 2003) successfully identified increasing amounts of
evidence through time of direct intervention on the part of the former group in the
once private, daily affairs of the latter. Given that James River communities from
Late Woodland years through Contact maintained a subsistence-based economy
that relied increasingly on horticulture in place of hunting and gathering, Gallivan
found that such interventions were targeted to domestic production,
consumption, and exchange practices. Manipulating each of these facets of

157

everyday life ultimately provided “elites” access to previously inaccessible “funds
of power” that, by the English arrival at Jamestown in 1607 A.D., were
successfully leveraged to obtain monopolistic control over village political and
economic decision making.
If and/or how domestic social dynamics changed following the dissolution
of the Powhatan Chiefdom, locally understood by Western scholars as the
unofficial end of Virginia’s “Contact” period (Gallivan 2003:59), has remained an
unresolved question. To date, the history of Indigenous household dynamics
along the Rappahannock River (Coastal Plain) remains poorly understood.
Compared to the James and York River Valleys to the south, the heartland of the
Powhatan Paramount Chiefdom, very few intensive site-locating archaeological
surveys have been conducted in the region. Moreover, few comprehensive
syntheses of extant historical and archaeological data relating to Indigenous
Rappahannock social history have been published. However, scholars are slowly
beginning to remedy the situation (see Ragan 2005; Strickland et al. 2016); and
early reporting suggests there is a great deal more to learn from the
archaeological record (Strickland et al. 2016:115-116). Unfortunately, the extent
corpus of knowledge on Indigenous Rappahannock River history have yet to
penetrate the secrets of regional households and/or domestic social dynamics.
Unfortunately, Gallivan’s exclusion of post-1646 A.D. house sites from his
James River study, in conjunction with Virginia archaeology’s inattentiveness to
Rappahannock River culture history more broadly, presents a unique set of
challenges for any archaeological assessment attempting to investigate “Post-
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Contact” household dynamics. Much of these pertain to the construction of an
interpretive baseline, what this dissertation defines as a set of historical norms
that can be operationalized and compared and/or contrasted with individual
examples to assess and measure uniformity or differentiation in social scientific
analysis. Gallivan’s James River study constructed several such baselines for
Indigenous households in the region that centered on production, consumption,
and exchange practices - the three components of his “fund of power” model of
the domestic group.
No baselines of household social dynamics currently exist for the
geographic area and temporal eras I consider in this dissertation. To overcome
this issue, this dissertation chooses to adopt selectively from those constructed
for the James River Coastal Plain region by Gallivan. This decision was made for
three reasons: 1) the relative geographic proximity of both river systems (less
than 100km); 2) the presence of a shared linguistic ancestry amongst
communities residing within either region (Rountree 1989:7-12) mutual
participation in a common subsistence-based economy primarily reliant on
horticulture, secondarily on aqua culture, hunting and foraging; and 4) the
existence of 17th century documentary sources that suggest communities along
both the Rappahannock and James employed similar, if not integrated, politicaleconomic organization strategies and institutions (see Potter 1993:150-154;
Rountree 1989:9, 12; Rountree and Turner 2002:10). While imperfect, relying on
James River-derived findings offers a quick and efficient means of deriving the
potential anthropological and historical significance of Indigenous Post-Contact
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Rappahannock River domestic social dynamics without the need for long-term
(i.e., multi-decade), expensive excavations across the entire region.
Three research questions structure this chapter: 1) Did Camden’s late
17th-century Indigenous residents perpetuate patterns of production that
characterized either Historical Transition #1 or Historical Transition #2? 2) To
what degree of autonomy did Camden’s late 17th century Indigenous domestic
groups consume their resources? and 3) Did Camden’s Indigenous domestic
groups maintain (i.e., “Contact” period) patterns of exchange that I identified
during Historical Transition #2? The answers to each of these questions, as I will
show below, suggests that a third historical transition, what I call Historical
Transition #3, likely did occur sometime during the latter half of Virginia’s 17th
century.
In the remainder of this chapter, I present my archaeological research
findings to support my claims surrounding my identification of Historical
Transition #3. What follows next is a review of all archaeological methodologies
the dissertation employs in the pursuit of these goals. These include field
excavation and laboratory protocols, and techniques the dissertation utilizes for
site chronology reconstruction. Next, the chapter shifts into three discussions that
correspond to the three components of Gallivan’s model of domestic “funds of
power:” production, consumption, and exchange. Each vignette includes a review
of archaeological interpretive baseline(s) that this dissertation adopts from
Gallivan’s study that correspond with the component under discussion.
Furthermore, the three sub-sections each include reviews regarding how this
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dissertation operationalizes each baseline under consideration in order to
successfully perform GIS- and statistical-based analyses of Post-Contact
Indigenous domestic remains originating from Camden Farm, VA, along the
Rappahannock River. Each of these analyses proposes a unique research
question that both defines the parameters of this dissertation’s individual
archaeological inquiries and establishes a means of assessing any changes
and/or continuities in relation to past historical practices. The solutions to each
research question and a discussion of their archaeological significance rest at the
conclusions of each vignette, and a discussion of the archaeological significance
of this dissertation’s findings brings the chapter to a close.
Dissertation Field and Lab Work
Archaeological investigations conducted at Camden Farm during the Fall of 2017
and Summer of 2018 utilized field and laboratory methodologies suited for the
location, identification, and analysis of Native Virginian house sites and domestic
practices (see Virginia Department of Historic Resources 2017[2011]). In keeping
with the Commonwealth’s guidelines for legally compliant archaeological inquiry,
field procedures consisted of one season of Phase I Shovel Test Pit (STP)
survey and one season of Phase II Test Unit excavations. Cultural remains (i.e.,
artifacts) recovered during both Phases of the project were cleaned and
catalogued in accordance with conventions practiced by Virginia’s, and the
broader Mid-Atlantic’s, cultural resource management community (see Virginia
Department of Historic Resources 2017[2011]:54). Two databases of these data
were constructed and used throughout the duration of the project. These include
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a Microsoft Access relational database for artifact inventorying and a Geographic
Information System (GIS) for the quantitative (structure area) and qualitative
(structure shape) assessment of archaeological features (i.e., house
morphology). Moreover, up-to-date editing of both databases aided in the
evolution of excavation strategy.
Investigations of Camden’s 17th century cultural landscape began with the
implementation of a Phase I/STP Survey. The initial project area for the Phase
I/STP Survey consisted of the entirety of the northeastern agricultural field.
Previous archaeological investigations of this portion of Camden’s contemporary
property holdings identified the area as the potential geographic center of a late
17th century Indigenous settlement.
Prior to the initiation of fieldwork, a surface-collection survey map
produced by Hodges (1986:37) of previously identified archaeological sites was
consulted to determine the ideal spatial/geographic positioning for the STP
survey. Due to the high concentration of alleged 17th-century Indigenous
archaeological sites present in the eastern half of the agricultural field (see
Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 1), investigations centered on that portion of the
property. A new datum was established on the northern boundary of the field
along the tree line after determining that the location maintained adequate field of
vision over the entire study area. Using a Total Station and a collection of
flagging pins, a STP Survey grid was created in the eastern half of the field that
included excavation locations both within and proximal to previously identified
17th-century site boundaries (see Appendix C:Chapter5:Figures 2). The grid
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consisted of 12 transects spaced 15 meters apart running east to west, north to
south. Marker flags were placed at each 15-meter interval along each of the
transects. The un-marked driving path dividing the tree line and agricultural field
served as the official project area boundary; no excavations were carried out on
the path itself. In total 210 excavation targets were defined along the grid.
Excavation of STPs were conducted by the author and William and Mary
alumni Michael Makin, M.A. Excavation equipment consisted of pointed-end
shovels, ¼in. shaker screens, and industry standard Marshalltown trowels (5in. x
2.5in.). Upon reaching a pre-determined excavation point marked with a flag,
members of the field crew excavated a circular pit, measuring approximately
50cm in diameter, non-stratigraphically until either subsoil was encountered or
depth measurements reached 1m. All excavated soil was screened utilizing the
1/4in. shaker screens and stored in a refuse pile nearby. Artifacts collected were
stored in non-acidic plastic bags for preservation until lab processing.
Archaeologically pertinent information pertaining to STP unit excavations were
maintained on physical field forms and subsequently digitized in Microsoft Word.
Categories of data recorded include grid coordinates of the STP unit, soil colors
and textures present within profile walls, dimensions of stratigraphic layers,
presence or absence of archaeological features, and lists of encountered
diagnostic artifacts. Assessments of soil stratigraphy utilized the industry
standard Munsell Book of Colors (Long 2015).
All collected artifacts from the Phase I/STP Survey were transported to
William and Mary’s Anthropology Department for processing. Each class of
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artifact was cleaned of soil and debris in accordance with appropriate
preservation standards (see Virginia Department of Historic Resources
2017[2011]:54). Identification of diagnostic objects were made in consultation
with Dr. Martin Gallivan’s Native Virginian Artifact Reference Collection, Egloff
and Potter’s (1982) review of Native Virginian Ceramics of the Coastal Plain, and
Hranicky’s (2011) encyclopedia of Virginian Indian artifacts. Data collected from
identifiable diagnostic artifacts varied depending on object class. Ceramics were
assessed for surface decoration, temper; these data were utilized to assign types
as defined by Egloff and Potter. Lithic analysis consisted of basic identification of
projectile point types (and associated morphology), flake types (i.e., primary,
secondary, and tertiary), and material composition. Organic specimens were
assigned to either genus or, if possible, species of origin.
Results of the Phase I/STP Survey identified the presence of one
potentially unexcavated Native Rappahannock house site dating to the late 17th
century (see Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 3-6). Temporally diagnostic artifacts
encountered in proximity to the newly refined study area include Potomac Creek
Plain and Camden Ware ceramics, two types of Indigenous-made ceramics
commonly associated with 17th century contexts within the Coastal Plain portion
of the Rappahannock River Valley. Additionally, excavations of STP K17
revealed the presence of a preserved archaeological feature with heavy charcoal
flecking, indicative of either a hearth or structural postmold related to a domestic
dwelling. Interestingly, no European-produced objects were recovered during
Phase I/STP excavations.
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Following the identification of a potentially unexcavated 17th century
Native Rappahannock house site at Camden following the completion of Phase
I/STP Survey procedures, research transitioned to Phase II/Test Unit
excavations. A new project area was defined for this investigation in the southern
portion of Camden’s northeastern agricultural field that centered on STP K17, the
excavation pit that contained a previously encountered archaeological feature
(i.e., Feature #1). No new datum was established for Phase II/Test Unit
excavations; instead, the previously established Phase I Survey grid, consisting
of 12 transects and 15-meter intervals, was further subdivided into 3x5 meter
blocks for the areas encompassed by the new study area. Beginning with the
north western most unit, each of these blocks was assigned a unique identifiable
zone code number ranging from 1 to 99 (see Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 7-8).
Following this procedure, an additional sub-division was implemented on the
newly constructed Phase 2 grid that divided each 3x5 meter zone into 1x5 meter
trenches. The three resultant trenches were labeled with a letter code system
beginning with A and ending with C, following a west to east orientation. In total
11 trenches and 3 archaeological features were excavated to sub soil.
Phase II/Test Unit excavations were conducted by a team of 3 field
technicians working in conjunction with the author, including William and Mary
graduate students Jessica Bittner, M.A., Lauren McDonald, and volunteer Rachel
Boyd. Excavation equipment included two ¼” screens set a top two
wheelbarrows, one ⅛in. pan screen, square and pointed-end shovels, and four
Marshalltown trowels. Apart from TU58 (see Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 9),
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excavation of each 3x5 meter zone utilized a staggered, parallel skip trenching
strategy following natural stratigraphic levels (see Verhagen and Borsboom
2009). This approach was chosen because of its effectiveness in locating circular
archaeological features, which Gallivan's (2003:69-70) extensive investigation of
Native household remains along the James River Valley highlighted as the
predominant shape of archaeological sites and features throughout the Coastal
Plain. All excavated non-feature soils were processed using the ¼in. screens;
feature soils were dry screened through the ⅛in. pan screen. All refuse soil was
collected in a single backfill pile approximately 10 meters from the excavation
area. As in the case with the Phase I/STP survey, collected artifacts were stored
in non-acidic plastic bags for preservation and transported to William and Mary
archaeology labs. During excavations, technicians recorded any unit
measurements or findings on premade field forms, including soil stratigraphy
data, the presence or absence of archaeological features and morphological
details of any encountered diagnostic artifacts. Plan drawings and photographs
of each stratigraphic layer were created at the conclusion of excavations. If
archaeological features were discovered in a stratigraphic layer, they were also
recorded on these plan drawings. At the conclusion of trench and/or test unit
excavations, profile photographs and drawings were created by field staff of any
unit walls that remained standing.
Lab processing of excavated artifacts resulting from Phase II/Test Unit
investigations was carried out by the author and William and Mary alumni Valerie
Trovato, M.A. Each class of artifact was cleaned in accordance with standards
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established for Phase I artifact processing. Likewise, identification of Native- and
European produced artifacts relied on the same reference collections and
publication sources consulted during Phase I/STP lab processing. All collected
data were recorded in two ways: by hand in artifact inventory forms and digitally
within Microsoft Access and ArcGIS. At the conclusion of artifact processing and
analysis, each object, or group of objects, were catalogued and stored following
the recommendations established by the Virginia Department of Historic
Resources (2017[2011]) for proper archaeological curation.
A Note on Artifact and Feature Typologies
To date, no archaeologist operating within Virginia has produced an artifact
typology sensitive to the unique material culture history of the Rappahannock
River valley. This is not to say that such information does not exist; Egloff and
Potter's (1982) study of Native Virginia Coastal Plain ceramics includes examples
and information of specimens commonly found along the Rappahannock.
Likewise, several reference volumes of Indigenous lithic tools also
include/account for Rappahannock River-specific specimens and their regional
patterns of geographic distributions (see Hranicky 2011a and 2011b). This
information, however, is often limitedly available to well-funded research
institutions, difficult to access due to academic publication pay walls, and
commonly overlooked by archaeologists that do not specialize in Native Virginian
history. Personal experiences working throughout Virginia convinced me that
without training in such artifacts, many local historical archaeologists often
misidentify diagnostic specimens, which to inaccurate historical interpretations of
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site chronology and use. In the worst case of scenarios, Native -made artifacts
are simply overlooked outright during site interpretation because local
archaeologists simply do not want to be bothered to learn new information. My
time working at James Madison’s Montpelier Plantation provides an excellent
example of my point; early archaeological reports make little mention of
Indigenous sites on the property, despite the later identification of a “Middle
Woodland” village, and staff receive no formal training in identifying Indigenous
Virginian cultural remains. This lack in training, I believe, was reflected in the high
numbers of Indigenous object misidentifications I found in Montpelier’s material
culture databases. Explanations for these conditions are difficult to discern,
though the profession’s ontological divide between “prehistory” and “history” is
more than likely to blame. Such narratives commonly present Indigenous
Virginians in monolithic terms (based on linguistic ancestry) and obfuscate
evidence of regional and communal/tribal differentiation.
The scope of the typology I created was defined through a strict
adherence to the universe of materials represented within Camden (Galke 2004;
Hodges 1986; MacCord 1969). These limits on subject matter undoubtedly
overlook the full breadth of potential Indigenous Rappahannock River artifacts
that may exist in previously excavated collections originating from the region or
the archaeological record itself. However, this cost is outweighed by the benefits
that the typology provides for current and future research along the
Rappahannock. The benefits include: 1) it synthesizes decades of past material
culture research into a concise, easy to follow reference guide that includes
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visual aids (colored photographs) and concise descriptions of diagnostic
attributes; 2) it offers an easily amenable model of data/information recording that
can be added to by future scholars; and 3) it provides a strong foundation for
reconstructing the culture history of Rappahannock River communities. My
artifact typology can be found in this dissertation’s Appendix A.
Methodologies of Analysis: Historical Archaeology and Establishing the
Chronology of House #2 at Camden
Field work and artifact analyses carried out for this dissertation employed
methodologies common to the archaeology subfield of Historical Archaeology.
Contemporary practitioners within the discipline commonly employ a reflexive,
humanistic perspective on history, documentary archives, and the archaeological
record with the aim of producing social scientific knowledge that is self-reflexive,
critical, and sensitive to the wellbeing of descendent communities (see Funari
2013; Little 2016; Orser Jr 2016; Rubertone 2000). Moreover, the field of
historical archaeology is highly adaptable to a plethora of socio-historic contexts.
Despite early attempts of founding scholars of the discipline to limit the subject
matter of research to particular time periods (Schuyler 1988), European
communities (see Deetz 1977), or historical conditions (Orser Jr. 2013), many
studies have since come to broaden the intellectual purview of the field to include
archaeological contexts of communities with enduring oral histories and
traditions, as well as those with what has been traditionally identified as
"prehistoric" occupations (i.e. prior to the arrival of European colonists; see
Scheiber and Mitchell 2010).
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The historical archaeology methods employed in this dissertation pertains
to chronology reconstruction. Historical archaeologists analyzing 17th (e.g.,
Monroe and Mallios 2004), 18th (e.g., McMillan 2016), and 19th (e.g., Rafferty
and Mann 2004) century contexts across the Chesapeake and beyond commonly
look to several discrete classes of artifact remains for quantitative information on
past occupations of archaeological sites. One of these groups of objects includes
tobacco pipes. For decades since J.C. Harrington's (1951, 1954) and Louis
Binford's (1962b) seminal analyses of kaolin pipes and bowls from 17th and 18th
century Virginia (Jamestown), historical archaeologists have relied on tobacco
paraphernalia to interpret site chronology. To accomplish this goal,
measurements of pipe bore diameter are recorded and either compared to
Harington's histogram, which details the years of production for certain size
specimens, or to Binford's linear regression formula (Y=1931.85 - (38.26*X),
where X is the diameter of the pipe stem bore). Archaeologists J. Cameron
Monroe and Seth Mallios (2004) later expanded the tobacco pipe stem-dating
repertoire to include an additional linear regression formula (Y=2073.98 (50.57*X), where X is the diameter of the pipe stem bore) for pipes manufactured
locally in the Chesapeake (i.e., non-kaolin).
In addition to chronology reconstruction, this dissertation adopts one of
historical archaeology's approaches to historic/archival research. Many peerreviewed publications speak volumes to the evolution and diversity of
perspectives on the topic since the discipline's formative years (e.g., Beaudry
1993; Brown III 1974; Little 1991;). The method of historic/archival research

170

employed in this dissertation follows in the tradition of text-aided or
"Documentary" archaeology (see Little 1992). The "Documentary" approach
engages the historic/archival record with a critical mindset. It presumes that
documents, like other forms of material culture, are ambiguous regarding their
meaning and emerge from particular historical contingencies (Little 1992:219).
Moreover, "Documentary" historical archaeology treats historical records as
independent lines of evidence that can complement, disprove, or contextualize
archaeological findings. Many scholars, such as Charles Cleland (1992), utilize
the archival record to construct hypothetical models of past human behavior that
archaeology can test; others use it as a tool for the identification and
deconstruction of colonial narratives through comparative analysis with material
culture (i.e., decolonization; for example case studies see Atalay 2006, 2012;
Morris 2014; Overholtzer 2013 for examples).
Before shifting to the task of reconstructing interpretive baselines by which
to analyze Camden’s archaeological resources for information pertaining to local
domestic social dynamics, I must first confirm that such materials date to the
“Post-Contact” period. In addition to techniques designed to assess the age of
tobacco paraphernalia mentioned earlier in this chapter, the assessment of
archaeological site age for Summer 2018 findings relied on the identification of
diagnostic artifacts discovered within architectural feature remains (i.e.,
postmolds) and proportional comparisons between Camden’s previously
excavated house site (i.e., House #1) and the one I found in 2018 (i.e., House
#2). Regarding objects found within feature contexts, these artifacts typically
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reflect the relative date of construction for historic structures. This presumption
assumes that such artifacts enter the archaeological record either by chance or
deliberate act at the time of a structure’s construction as fill to ensure
foundational stability. For this dissertation, a diagnostic artifact refers to any
historic object that displays any morphological and/or decorative motif
characteristic of a particular, temporally-restrict period of production in the past.
Within each of the three archaeological features I discovered in 2018 (pertaining
to House #2), samples of Potomac Creek (Plain) and Camden wares were
present. According to Egloff and Potter (1982:112, 114), Potomac Creek wares
were produced by Indigenous Virginia Coastal Plain communities from 1300 A.D.
into the 17th century, with plain varieties increasing in frequency as time
progressed. Camden wares, a local Colono-Indian type of pottery, were
produced no earlier than 1660 A.D. The simultaneous presence of both types of
ceramics is there not historically contradictory and likely representative of a 17thcentury dating occupation at Camden’s House #2 site.
A second line of archaeological evidence supporting my chronological
interpretations of House #2 pertains to the proportional characteristics of its
artifact assemblage. When I compared the proportions of ceramic and lithic
objects, I discovered in 2018 to those found by MacCord during the 1960s,
interesting patterns emerged suggesting both House #1 and House #2 were
contemporaneous (see Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 10-13). Both share similar
proportions in Potomac Creek (Plain) and Camden pottery, and also in regard to
primary, secondary, and tertiary lithic flakes. While the latter class of artifacts
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(i.e., lithics) cannot provide a clear chronological date of construction, I believe
their similar proportional presence at both House #1 and House #2 suggests
similar lithic production activities may have taken place at both locations; those
being the production of projectile points and possibly blades.
The third line of archaeological evidence supporting my claim that House
#1 and House #2 are contemporaneous comes in the form of two tobacco pipe
stems. I discovered both specimens in 2018 while excavating House #2; both
specimens were locally manufactured and did not contain any kaolin clay. One
specimen’s bore diameter measured 8/64in., the other measured 7/64in. Utilizing
Monroe and Mallios’ (2004) formula for dating Chesapeake-made pipe stems, the
artifacts provide a mean archaeological date range of 1669 – 1720 A.D.
The “Fund of Power”: Constructing Comparative Baselines and Identifying
Change and/or Continuity
At the conclusion of Summer 2018 excavations, a total of three postmolds were
successfully identified and screened for diagnostic artifacts. Recovery efforts
produced positive results in all three cases. Each postmold contained at least
one specimen from two styles of Indigenous ceramic ware commonly utilized
during the 17th century: Potomac Creek Plain and Camden wares. According to
Egloff and Potter (1982:112, 114), both ceramic styles are indicative of 17th
century Indigenous settlements along the Rappahannock River, albeit one more
exclusively so than the other. The Potomac Creek tradition first appears in
Coastal Plain Virginia sometime around 1300 A.D. in two varieties, cord-marked
and plain-surfaced. By the 17th century, however, the plain-surfaced variety
appears in higher frequencies within Indigenous archaeological sites of all
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varieties (i.e. burials, middens, and villages) in an increasingly restricted
landscape that encompasses primarily Loudon, Fairfax, Prince William, Stafford,
King George, Essex, and Caroline counties (Clark 1980:8; Egloff and Potter
1982:112).Camden ware, however, is an Indigenous ceramic variant that dates
exclusively to the Post-Contact era in Virginia along the Rappahannock River.
Camden ware was first discovered and defined as a ceramic “type” by
Howard MacCord (1969:13) following his excavations of a Post-Contact
Indigenous house site at Camden Farm, the location of this dissertation’s field
work. According to Egloff and Potter (1982:114), Camden ware is a member of a
broader family of Indigenous ceramics that Virginia archaeologists commonly
classify as either “colonowares,” “colono-Indian,” or “historic Indian wares.”
Ceramics within this tradition first appear along the Rappahannock River
sometime around 1660 A.D. and remain in production long into the 18th century.
Diagnostic elements that distinguish Camden ware from the very morphologically
similar Potomac Creek Plain ceramic type are few, but distinct. Specimens of
Camden ware typically are devoid of tempering agents, with the exception
accidental agents left in the source clay prior to firing; additionally, surfaces of
Camden ware tend to be smooth as a result of the lack of tempering agents
and/or burnished. MacCord, Egloff, and Potter note that ideal specimens may
even show residual marking left behind following the smoothing of interior and/or
exterior surfaces.
The date range produced by the tobacco pipe stem assessment and the
presence of Potomac Creek Plain and Camden ware sherds within structural
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postmolds both suggest that the archaeological site excavated during the
Summer of 2018 dates to the heart of Virginia’s Post-Contact era. Moreover,
these findings situate the newly excavated archaeological remains at the same
point in history as those from MacCord’s past excavations. This finding increases
the total number of Post-Contact house sites at Camden to two, which in effect
satisfies the intellectual demands of exploratory comparative archaeological
analysis (Smith and Peregrine 2012:7).
This dissertation now shifts to the task of establishing interpretive
baselines of Indigenous Coastal Plain (Virginia) domestic social dynamics and
comparing them to the archaeological records of the two Post-Contact domestic
sites at Camden, VA. This procedure relies heavily on Gallivan’s (2003:52-53)
perspective of Indigenous Virginian domestic groups as “funds of power.” The
“fund of power” model identifies three domestic practices that rest at the
dialectical heart of domestic identity, worldview, and cosmology: production,
consumption, and exchange. Changes and/or continuities in the daily
composition and execution of any of these activities can impact how a domestic
group defines itself, how it interacts with the world, or how it understands the
universe it dwells within. Likewise, the inverse can also be true meaning changes
in production, consumption, and exchange likely reflect broader impacts on the
ideational dimensions of household composition. The form and function of each
practice are materially observable as well as any potential changes or
continuities, making them ideal interpretive baselines for archaeological
analyses. Artifact tables resulting from excavations can be found in Appendix
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C:Chapter 5:Figures 14-18. An example profile image of one test unit (i.e., TU
58) can also be found in Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 19.
Production
The form and function of “domestic production” within a subsistence-based
economy often refers to the realized and future potential of a household to
acquire and process necessary resources for daily life activities. The exact suite
of activities that fall under the auspices of production vary depending on sociohistoric context. In Virginia’s Coastal Plain during the “Late Woodland” era and
lasting through the 17th century, such activities within Indigenous settlements
included, but were not limited to, farming, fishing, harvesting, hunting, gathering,
cooking, pottery making, hide working, quarrying, and flintknapping (Rountree
1989:58-78).
According to western-trained scholars that rely on English colonial
accounts of Indigenous lifeways in Virginia (c.f., Beverley 1947[1705]; Smith
1986a[1608], 1986c[1624]; Strachey 1953[1612], 1964[1610]; see also Rountree
1989:88; ), all activities undertaken under the auspices of domestic production
followed gendered divisions of labor. While this conclusion may be as much a
product of 17th century English colonial worldviews as it is an accurate account of
past events, recent Indigenous-led archaeological research in Virginia appears to
corroborate the past existence of Indigenous gendered work (Atkins Spivey
2017; for non-Virginia examples see Yanagisako 2020). According to westerntrained ethnohistorian Helen Rountree (1989:88-89), men’s contribution to
production entailed hunting, fishing, clearing agricultural fields, and, from time to
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time, leather hide tanning. In terms of volume of activities, women’s productive
work was greater than men’s; they were responsible for making mats, baskets,
pots, cordage, eating utensils, serving dishes, mortars, physical house
structures, collecting firewood, and farming. Indigenous children were also
expected to participate in domestic production-related activities. Often times
children aided their mothers with their responsibilities; these included aiding in
house structure construction and relocation, processing faunal carcasses,
farming, and, in the case of boys, hunting (Rountree 1989:41, 47, 79-80). Each of
these activities was part of daily Indigenous life during the early 17th century,
although seasonal conditions likely affected when certain ones were carried out.
There are two theme that I wish to highlight from my discussion of
Indigenous mens’, womens’, and children’s productive-related work: 1) with the
exception of infants and toddlers not yet weened, each member of a household
was expected to participate in domestic production on a daily basis, and 2) the
ability to specialize in certain forms of labor appears limited given the breath of
daily responsibilities that average Indigenous man, woman, and child had during
the early 17th century. Opportunities for aggrandizing material wealth, and by
association social capital, appear limited; and as western-trained scholars
working in Virginia have already argued (c.f., Dent 2007[1995]; Gallivan 2003;
Potter 1993; Reinhart and Hodges 1992; Turner III 1976), likely centered on
amassing surpluses of resources collected during daily production activities.
If early 17th century Indigenous Virginia households were indeed faced
with the circumstances I just described, then efforts at wealth accumulation likely
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relied on increases to domestic production output. While this process could have
entailed single individuals improving certain production-related skills through
extensive training, no documentary or archaeological evidence currently exists in
Virginia’s corpus of western knowledge supporting the interpretation. However,
some archaeological and documentary evidence does exist supporting an
alternative theory (see Rountree 1989:90): in their efforts to aggrandize wealth
amid growing social inequality in the region, some Indigenous Virginia
households during Historical Transition #2 times expanded the size of their
households in order to increase their productive output and, by association,
capabilities of amassing surplus wealth. If 17th century English recordings of such
perspectives being used by Indigenous informants are to be believed (c.f. Smith
1986c[1624]:291; Strachey 1953;[1612]:116), then the process of integrating
more individuals (i.e., men, women, or children) into a family may have been
understood by the broader village as a tangible sign of a change in a household’s
production.
According to Rountree (1989:88-89), the number of individuals that
belonged to an Indigenous family in Coastal Plain Virginia roughly reflected that
household’s physical productive potential (ca. Historical Transition #2 times; see
also Gallivan 2003:104; Kupperman 1988:142; Rountree and Turner 2002:86; for
similar examples in other archaeological contexts see Banning 2010; Carballo
2009, 2011; Netting 1982; Nash 2009; White 2013 for similar arguments). More
individuals provided households with more labor by which to increase production
and amass surplus wealth. Such shifts in household demographics likely required
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some alteration to the physical house structure in order to accommodate
increases, or even decreases, to production. Given that no recorded tradition
exists of Indigenous Virginians utilizing some form of house cluster whereby
multiple house structures were joined intimately to create a single, multi-family
domestic group (e.g., Smith 2011; Canuto and Yaeger 2000), these changes
were likely limited to expansions or reductions to a single domestic structure.
While estimating the size of a domestic group through an analysis of house site
archaeological remains can be problematic, the proliferation of western-based
archaeological studies of subsistence-economy households from geographic
contexts outside Virginia suggests some interpretive value may still exist in the
hypothesis (c.f., Ames 1996; Ames et al. 1992; Gallivan 2003; Porcic 2012; Wilk
1983).
Question 1: Did Camden’s Post-Contact Indigenous Residents Perpetuate
Patterns of Production that Characterized any of the Preceding Historical
Epochs?
Domestic architecture both bounds and organizes the use of space (Gallivan
2003:89; Kent 1990). This process is reflexive in nature considering that
communities construct houses to fulfill particular social needs, yet these same
structures constrain and order how groups of individuals interact and discover
such needs. Among societies employing impermanent, vernacular architectural
styles, such as the Late Woodland, Protohistoric, and Contact Period Indigenous
communities of the Virginia Coastal Plain, domestic structures are highly
susceptible to subtle material changes affecting internal or external (i.e.,
communal) daily life (Gallivan 2003:89; for additional examples see Braun 1991;
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Kapches 1990; Beaudry 1989). As I mentioned earlier, increases in production
output likely required an increase in the size of the domestic group; this
expansion would require more space within the domestic structure to house
individuals and/or create adequate workspaces.
In Virginia, the primary way western-trained archaeologists estimate the
size of past Indigenous domestic structures is through a spatial analysis of post
mold features. A post mold feature is the dark stain left behind in the
archaeological record by Indigenous wooden structures following their removal,
burning, or collapse (see Gallivan 2003:66). From a plan view perspective,
Indigenous post molds in Virginia are often circular in shape and tend to contain
some remnants of material culture. Examples of artifacts commonly found in post
molds include, but are not limited to, Indigenous-made ceramics, tobacco
paraphernalia, lithic tools or flakes, animal bones, or charred plant materials (c.f.,
Blanton 1999; Bott 1990; Gallivan 2003; Gallivan et al. 2016). Morphologically,
Indigenous post molds in Virginia tend to range between 5cm and 30cm in
diameter, and about 10-120cm deep. For a visual example of a post mold, please
consult Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 20.
The spatial analysis that western-trained archaeologists utilize to estimate
past Indigenous house site size in Virginia entails the calculation of geometric
area for a series of post mold features. While exact methodologies for performing
this calculation can vary (c.f., Casselberry 1974; Hassan 1978; Netting et al.
1984; Porcic 2012; Wiessner 1974; Wilk and Rathje 1982), some semblance of a
profession-wide approach does exist in the commonwealth’s Cultural Resource
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Management (CRM) field (c.f., Blanton 1999; Blanton et al. 2005; Bott 1990;
Gallivan et al. 2016; Hodges 1998). This approach, which I adopt for this
dissertation, entails three steps: 1) plotting the geographic location of post mold
features on a site-wide plan map either by hand or digitally; 2) qualitatively or
quantitatively discerning potential shapes (i.e., archaeological footprints of
structures no longer standing) within the population of post molds; and 3) finding
the area of the geometric shapes identified in the previous step. Before
continuing, I believe it is important to highlight that this three-step process
roughly matches the methodology Gallivan employs in his study of James River
house site; this point is important to consider because, as the reader will see, my
research findings regarding domestic production at Camden are meaningful only
through comparative analysis with Gallivan’s baselines for the James.
Maintaining consistency between analyses makes this endeavor slightly easier
by not creating scenario where I metaphorically compare “apples to oranges.”
While I cannot cite particular archaeological discussions on the topic, one
critical factor that likely influences western-trained archaeologists in Virginia to
infer domestic production output from structure floor area is poor preservation
conditions throughout the commonwealth. According to USDA Forest Service
(Rose 2006), most of Virginia’s soils are acidic, with an average pH reading of
4.8. In a recent study of soil factors impacting timber pole failure rates (i.e.,
decay), Anisur Rahman and Gopinath Chattopadhyay (2007) found that samples
with pH readings of 5.0 or less resulted in the highest failure rates. Soil scientist
Deborah Surabian (2012:4) notes that soil pH levels below 5.3 are unable to
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adequately preserve bone. According to Donald Horneck et al. (2007:2), soil pH
levels less than 5.0 are generally too acidic to support or preserve plant growth.
And, in regard to leather, Conservationists Michele Baglioni et al. (2016) suggest
that as objects get older, more alkaline-based environments are necessary to
ensure preservation.
17th-century accounts of Virginia’s Indigenous peoples describe
extensive, daily use of tool sets originating from organic resources (Strachey
1953[1612]:81-82; Smith 1986b[1612]; see also Rountree 1989:32-39 for
comprehensive list). Indigenous tribes utilized wood and other plants to make
arrow shafts, eating utensils, fishing trap, twine, and canoes; they also used
faunal resources (i.e., hides, sinew, and bone) for clothing, ropes, fishing nets,
and tools (e.g., lithic pressure flakers and shafts for blades). More durable
resources – like shell, metal, pottery, and lithics – were only a fraction of past
Indigenous material culture repertoire. Given that Virginia’s soils are highly
acidic, most of these artifacts likely do not survive into the present day. I believe
this gap in the archaeological record likely explains why western-trained
archaeologists choose to rely on structure floor areas to infer household
production output in the commonwealth. Attempting to measure a household’s
productive capabilities through a material culture analysis alone would likely
provide heavily skewed results since they cannot account for organic objects that
do not survive into the present. Until further advances in regional methodology
come about, archaeological analysis house structure floor area appears to be
one of the only semi-reliable ways of estimating a household’s production levels.
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According to Gallivan (2003:94-104), the average size of James River 43
Indigenous house sites dating to the latter half of the Late Woodland period was
~30m² with a mean range of ~10m². During the Protohistoric Period average
house size decreased to ~22m² while the mean range increased to ~20m². By
the “Contact” period, average house floor area decreased further to ~18m²;
however, the mean range in cases again increased to ~22m². Gallivan
(2003:109) argues that the simultaneous occurrence of both trends reflects
evidence of growing labor inequality amongst James River households. The
historical decrease in average house size suggested the typical domestic group
(i.e., “commoners”) demographically shrank through time and, consequently,
lacked and/or lost human labor resources that their household ancestors may
once have controlled. Simultaneous increases in structure floor area range imply
this loss was accompanied by a growing, materially visible disparity between
“elites” families and the remainder of village households.
To determine whether the two “Post-Contact” Indigenous households
located at Camden conform to or reverse course on historical labor trends
identified by Gallivan, this dissertation calculated a range of structure floor areas
for House #1 and House #2 for comparative analysis with James River
archaeological baselines. While indicative of the presence of a domestic
structure, the lack of sufficient quantities of postmolds at either house site makes
this task more challenging than normal. Virginia archaeologists traditionally
delineate the footprint of Indigenous domestic structures by plotting each

43

Includes examples from the Piedmont region of Virginia.
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discovered postmold within a specified area onto a geographically referenced
plan of the location and qualitatively tracing common house “shapes” from the
resulting peppered landscape image (see Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 21; see
also Blanton et al. 1999; Gallivan 1999; Gallivan et al. 2009; Potter 1993 for case
study examples). Often the number of postmolds required for this methodology
typically range into the dozens of cases. At Camden, excavations of House #1
and House #2 failed to produce such frequencies. While surveying House #1,
MacCord was unable to locate more than one surviving post-mold; the House #2
site exhibited similar preservation issues and only contained three surviving postmolds.
Due to the lack of sufficient quantities of post-molds present at Camden,
alternative methodologies for estimating structure floor area were employed to
calculate the sizes of House #1 and House #2. In the case of House #1, floor
area was discerned through a spatial analysis of wrought iron nails across the
entire archaeological site. MacCord (1969:25) discovered that this class of
artifact appeared concentrated in two distinct locations along the northern and
southern boundaries of the study area. He interpreted the northern grouping as
the product of discarded domestic materials thrown into a trash midden along
with other common refuse objects, such as animal remains and lithic debitage.
The southern grouping, according to MacCord, likely reflected the rough
architectural footprint of the domestic structure. Unlike the north, this portion of
the archaeological site contained noticeably fewer refuse-related materials, but
higher concentrations of European glass bottle sherds and burned sandstone, a
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common product found among local Indigenous hearths. MacCord (1969:11)
produced a site map following his excavations of House #1 that provided a
rough, scaled sketch of nail distributions in the north and south of his study area.
Although the map is not accurately georeferenced, MacCord managed to plot the
exact quantity of objects 44 discovered, their test unit of origin, and their relative
location of discovery within each unit.
Artifact distribution maps like that of House #1 can serve as potential data
substitutes when more traditional material footprints of past structures no longer
survive within the archaeological record. Several scholars, like Nicholas Cahill
(2000) and Penelope Allison (1999), have shown that reliable estimates of a
structure’s floor area can be obtained if building-related artifacts experience little
to no post-depositional disturbance following their abandonment and in-situ
decomposition (see also Gallivan et al. 2006). Given that the geographic location
of House #1 has been exempt from any modern infrastructure development for
the past two centuries, experienced tolerable 45 amounts of disturbance that has
been limited to light farming, and demonstrates clear spatial patterning of distinct
artifact classes, such an approach is acceptable to employ in this dissertation in
order to ascertain the building’s past size.

In addition to nails, MacCord (1969:11) also plotted the relative location of glass artifacts and burned sandstone
vis-à-vis one another.
45
Although few features survived in the House #1 study area over the past centuries since local Indigenous
residents abandoned Camden, their survival, in conjunction with the presence of discernable spatial patterns of
particular artifact classes across the local geography, suggest the Northeast agriculture field was minimally
impacted by Euro-American farming. Moreover, the soils present on the lands encompassing the Indigenous village
at Camden are distinctly less productive than other on the property and nearby. The high-sand content inhibits the
growth of substantial crops (i.e., corn, soy, and wheat) and local farmers admit to not wasting much time on the
upkeep of the area. One local farmer informed the author that, if it were up to him, he would leave that field at
Camden fallow for several years to recover due to its limited financial output.
44
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To calculate House #1 floor area, an image of MacCord’s artifact
distribution map was uploaded into ArcGIS as a raster data set. A raster-based
image consists of a matrix of cells (or pixels) organized into rows and columns
(or a grid) where each cell contains a value representing information, in this case
how the image should appear to an observer. Because MacCord provided a
scale to his map, the image uploaded to ArcGIS was resized to ensure spatial
accuracy and consistency. Next, three point-shapefiles were created and
superimposed onto the spatial location of all artifacts plotted by MacCord. A
Kernel Density 46 analysis was then conducted on each new layer to determine
their concentrations. Unfortunately, the resulting maps for glass and sandstone
artifacts did not reveal any noteworthy archaeological patterns, with the sole
exception of the latter possibly indicating the presence of a roasting pit- or
hearth-like feature in the southwest region of the study area (see Appendix
C:Chapter 5:Figure 22-23). In the case of nails, however, five areas of high
concentration were discerned of which four were localized to the south, the
location of the hypothesized Indigenous domicile (see Appendix C:Chapter
5:Figure 24).
A second Kernel Density 47 analysis was then conducted to better define
the spatial limits of iron nail distributions in the possible domicile area in the
south. This second analysis, while less refined, expanded the neighbor search
radius for wrought iron nails densities to 7.5ft. The results consolidated several
lingering groupings of nails in the south east of MacCord’s study area that likely
46
47

Output Cell Size: 0.12688; Search radius defined by Silverman’s Rule of Thumb.
Output Cell Size: 0.12688; Search radius: 7.5ft.
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once belonged to a single deposition episode that was likely disturbed by later
farming activities.
Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 25 depicts the four major iron concentrations
identified from the second Kernel Density analysis. A new polygon shapefile was
created to trace each concentration, all of which resembled circular-like shapes.
Utilizing the Calculate Geometry tool, X and Y coordinates of each polygon’s
centroid (i.e., geographic center) were calculated and plotted onto the MacCord
map as a new layer file. The four centroids were then used to plot three new
shapefiles that united each iron concentration group – one circle, one ellipse, and
one square. The circle and ellipse shapes were chosen because Indigenous
communities in Virginia commonly constructed yihakan in such ways during the
Late Woodland, Protohistoric, and Contact centuries; the square shape was
chosen in consideration of Fontaine’s (1972:85) observations of “Post-Contact”
Rappahannock households as having a “four-square” design. Table# shows the
calculated area of each shape as well as the range from lowest to highest values.
At its smallest, House #1 may have been 10.72m² (if square); the larger estimate
suggests the house could have been as big as 24.36m² (if circular).
The methodology employed for estimating House #2 floor area relied on
spatial analysis of the three postmold features discovered within the study area
during the Summer of 2018. The location 48 of each postmold was added to the
georeferenced site map created for House #2 excavations through ArcGIS’s Go
to XY tool. Next, the Mean Center tool was utilized the calculate a centroid of the

48

Location was based on the center point of each feature.
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newly added point-shapefile containing the postmold locations. This centroid, like
those calculated for House #1, served as the anchor point for the creation of two
shapefiles – one circle and one polyline (i.e., side of square). Efforts to estimate
an ellipse shape from the Mean Center centroid were unsuccessful due to the
unique distribution of postmold features reflecting House #2; potential elliptical
shapes that accounted for the location of all features were radically narrow (i.e.,
~1.5m wide) and thus functionally uninhabitable. Structure size estimates
therefore were limited to circular and square shapes. Area calculations of each
suggest the size of House #2 could have ranged between 71.15m² (if circular)
and 90.63m² (if square; see Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figures 26).
When compared to each other, the estimates of House #1’s size appear
relatively consistent with Contact era trends along the James. The average of all
three floor area estimates suggest House #1 may have been ~18.9m², about
3.1m² less than the ~22m² pattern identified by Gallivan. House #2, however,
demonstrates no such similarities or continuities. The average of the two floor
area estimates calculated for House #2 suggest the domicile may have
measured ~80.9m², an approximate 400% increase from that average
Indigenous house size during the Contact period. This discrepancy is so great
that to the reader it may imply an error in previous calculations; however,
considering that Gallivan (2003:95) recorded the existence of ~80m² domestic
structures during the Late Woodland period along the James River, such a size is
not outside the realm of reason.
Consumption
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Gallivan (2003:52) credits Marshal Sahlins (1963) as the intellectual source for
his modeling of Indigenous domestic “Funds of Power” along the James River.
Coincidentally, Sahlins himself never directly identifies domestic consumption as
a component part of his own conceptualization; he instead emphasizes the role
of “sanctified communal institutions” (Gallivan 2003:52; Sahlins 1963:295). Within
James River village contexts dating to the Protohistoric and Contact Periods,
they are one in the same (Gallivan 2003:172). Upon attaining “elite” social status
within their communities, werowances instituted systems of tribute to expand
their control over domestic resources/surpluses of other households (Gallivan
2003:172; Potter 1993:17-18, 172-173). Subsistence goods (i.e., corn, meat, and
hides) and prestige items (i.e., copper and mollusk shells) collected by village
residents were subject to collection. Werowances would then re-distribute these
goods as rewards or gifts, in effect controlling what other domestic groups in the
village ate or how far they could socially progress in prestige (Rountree
1989:100-101). In so doing, tribute transformed daily domestic consumption
practices into a communal institution/affair, albeit under the authority of an “elite”
minority.
Question 2: To What Degree of Autonomy did Camden’s Post-Contact
Indigenous Domestic Groups Consume their Resources?
Within Virginia, archaeological evidence from “Late Woodland, Protohistoric, and
Contact”-period house sites point to distinct shifts in consumption habits
coinciding with the rise of village settlements, the unequal expansion of domestic
productivity within them, and the institutionalization of communal tribute systems
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(Gallivan 2003:109-110). “Elite” control over the dissemination of village food
stuffs and prestige goods resulted in the creation of a system of material redistribution that emphasized the individual (i.e., their needs and charismatic
feats) instead of the collective domestic group. Such a strategy likely deterred
competition against werowances by fostering internal disputes and animosities
amongst domestic groups as they vied for more resources.
One archaeologically observable variable that appears to demonstrate
evidence of increasing trends of individual-oriented consumption habits is
Indigenous ceramic vessel diameter (Gallivan 2003:98-99). In his analysis of
ceramic rim sherds originating from Late Woodland and Protohistoric period
domestic pit features in the Piedmont, Gallivan (2003:99) identified a trend of
decreasing average vessel diameter (i.e., vessel size) through time. During the
early Late Woodland period, average ceramic vessel diameter measured ~35cm;
by the end of it, average ceramic vessel diameter measured ~18cm. By the 16th
century average ceramic vessel diameter increased slightly to ~25cm. According
to Gallivan (2003:99), the overall decreasing trend in vessel size likely reflects a
decrease in individuals sharing in meal consumption through time.
Samples of identifiable ceramic rim sherds from Camden’s two PostContact house sites were analyzed to discern an average vessel diameter of
both House #1 and House #2 assemblages. Unlike Gallivan’s (2003:99) study
that only reviewed cooking wares, no one vessel form was singled out for this
study. Both House #1 and House #2 assemblages lacked large enough
diagnostic specimens to identify particular forms and/or functions (i.e., cooking,
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storing, and eating). Despite these inconsistencies, other household studies have
shown that general inferences on consumption habits can be made based on the
relative size of ceramic wares present within a given domestic assemblage
(Felipe and Beltran 2019; Senior and Birnie 1995).
I propose two hypotheses regarding Post-Contact Indigenous
Rappahannock consumption behaviors at Camden. The first argues that if
Camden’s Post-Contact residents emphasized individualized consumption
behaviors over those involving the domestic collective, then the average ceramic
vessel diameter from House #1 and House #2 will either be equal to or less than
the averages calculated by Gallivan for domestic contexts dating to either the
latter half of the Late Woodland or Protohistoric periods. The second hypothesis
argues in favor of the inverse; if consumption behavior emphasized cooperation
instead, then the mean ceramic vessel diameter from both Camden house sites
will exceed the values recorded by Gallivan.
A total of 370 rim sherds from House #1 and 20 rim sherds from House #2
were analyzed using a 1in. interval ceramic diameter chart designed in ArcGIS
(see Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 27); measurements were later converted to
centimeters 49. Results of this study produced a mean ceramic diameter of
16.37cm for House #1’s assemblage and 14.4cm for that of House #2. Given that
the average breadth of a human hand ranges between 7.88cm and 8.9cm (NASA
2020), these findings appear to support hypothesis one: Camden’s Post-Contact
residents emphasized individualized consumption behavior 50.
49
50

Including outlier specimens.
Including outlier specimens.
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After calculating the mean vessel diameter for House #1 and House #2
ceramic assemblages, measurement data were imported into IBM’s SPSS
statistical software for further analyses. The first of these investigations included
the production of “descriptive statistics”, or quantitative measures of central
tendency or variance within a data sample (VanPool and Leonard 2011:43).
Table #1 depicts the list of descriptive statistics calculated for House #1 and
House #2. Moreover, Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 28-29 show box plots (i.e.,
box and whisker) for both assemblages. A box plot is a visually intuitive means of
displaying the five important descriptive statistics of a sample: minimum, first
quartile, median, third quartile, and maximum.
The descriptive statistics calculated for House #1’s ceramic assemblage
revealed several interesting pieces of information that earlier, more simple mean
calculations failed to identify. Firstly, the House #1 sample of ceramic rim sherds
is positively skewed (skewness = 1.254). A high skewness value means that the
mean and median of the sample in question are greater than the mode, or the
most recorded data measurement. Secondly, the House #1 collection of rim
sherds is highly leptokurtic, or replete with many outlier cases that indicate the
presence of a non-normally distributed sample (kurtosis = 1.852; see also
Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 30).
Descriptive statistics calculated for House #2’s rim sherd assemblage
suggest the presence of a slightly more normally-distributed sample when
compared to House #1 findings. The House #2 collection is positively skewed like
its neighbor, albeit significantly less so (skewness = .750). Unlike House #1, the

192

sample of rim sherds collected from House #2 is platykurtic. A sample can be
classed as platykurtic if it is noticeably lacking in outlier cases and exhibiting
evidence of extreme data values less than that of a hypothetical normal
distribution (kurtosis = -.951; see Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 31).
Since the House #1 ceramic rim sherd assemblage did not follow a normal
distribution when analyzed with the SPSS “descriptive statistic” tool, extreme
outlier cases (i.e., x = 35.56cm) were removed from the House #1 sample to
remedy the issue. Five cases were removed in total producing a new mean of
16.10cm (N=365). Descriptive statistics of the modified sample (House #1-a) are
depicted in Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 32; Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 33
shows accompanying box plots and histograms visualizing the results. The
edited sample produced a skewness of 0.979, an overall decrease of 0.275;
likewise, kurtosis radically shrank to .870, down 0.982 from previous readings.
When considered in tandem, these measurements suggest that House #1-a
sample moderately approximates a normal distribution 51.
Although descriptive statistics of House #2’s ceramic vessel diameter data
identified moderately abnormal distribution patterns, no extreme outlier cases
existed within the sample. Nonetheless, the platykurtic character of the House #2
data suggest cases with maximum values are likely the most culpable for its
current non-normal distribution state (VanPool and Leonard 2011:34). To remedy
the distributional abnormality while simultaneously maintaining editorial
consistency with House #1 sample procedures, the most extreme measurement
A data sample moderately approximates a normal distribution with skewness and kurtosis measurements of:
-1< x < -.5 or .5 < x < 1.

51
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cases approximating outliers were removed from the House #2 data set (i.e., x
=25.4cm). This process produced a new mean of 13.19cm (N=18). Descriptive
statistics and a box plot of the modified sample (i.e., House #2-a) can be seen in
Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 34-35, respectively. Skewness and kurtosis
measurements increased to 0.937 and -0.471 respectively. These findings
suggest the House #2-a sample is less platykurtic than its predecessor but
skewed slightly more in a positive direction. Despite this increase, the House #2a sample, like that of House #1-a, moderately resembles a normal distribution.
Given that both House #1-a and House #2-a samples approximate normal
distributions, they can potentially undergo more rigorous statistical testing that
attempt to identify meaningful relationships between the means of each data
group. One such test is the independent samples t-test. According to Kent State
University’s Guide for SPSS (2020), an independent samples t-test is an
inferential statistical test that determines whether there is a statistically significant
difference between the means in two unrelated groups. To conduct an
independent samples t-test several conditions must be fulfilled. First, the
dependent variable of the analysis must be measured on a continuous scale;
data must be interval or ratio class. Second, the independent variable should
consist of two categorically independent groups. Third, observational
independence must exist between both samples. Fourth, no outliers should exist
in the data. Fifth, the dependent variable should approximate a normal
distribution for each independent variable. Lastly, there must be some degree of
variance homogeneity between both samples.
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The House #1-a and House #2-a samples meet each condition of an
independent samples t-test. The dependent variable under investigation, ceramic
vessel diameter, utilizes an interval scale of measurement (i.e., centimeters).
Two independent variables (i.e., House #1 and House #2) are associated with
the dependent variable ceramic vessel diameter. The ceramic sherds comprising
each sample were collected independently, at different times by different
individuals. Moreover, all outliers were removed from House #1’s and House #2’s
samples. Lastly, utilizing Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances, the modified
House #1 and House #2 samples appear homogenous at a 0.552 significance
level (two tailed; F = 0.354), which ultimately fulfills the last condition of an
independent samples t-test.
Appendix C:Chapter 5:Figure 36 shows the results of the independent
samples t-test comparing the modified House #1 and House #2 sample averages
(t = 2.485). The critical value for this assessment, or quantitative threshold by
which to determine whether the House #1 and House #2 vessel diameter means
are statistically different, is +/- 1.966 (a = .05; df = 381). Since the calculated tscore resulting from the independent samples t-test exceeds the critical value,
this dissertation can posit, with 95% confidence, that the average ceramic vessel
diameter of House #1 is statistically different than that of House #2. More
specifically, the average ceramic vessel of House #1 is greater than that of
House #2.
Based on these findings, two conclusions can be made regarding
Indigenous Rappahannock consumption behavior. Overall, social trends
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characterizing the first half of the 17th century and earlier, namely limited meal
sharing, persist into “Post-Contact” years. Compared to Gallivan’s James River
findings, the average ceramic vessel at Camden is approximately 2cm to 4cm
smaller than those dating to the latter centuries of the Late Woodland era. In
relation to Protohistoric period trends, Camden specimens are between 9cm and
11cm below earlier dating averages.
Within the village at Camden, the average size of ceramic vessels
appears to also vary by domicile. Ceramics at House #1 were, on average,
statistically larger than those of House #2. Although the difference suggests little
influence on function at immediate glance (i.e., ~3cm difference), the unique
presence of distinctly large ceramic specimens in House #1 only suggests that
residents of the domicile likely engaged in consumption activities more amenable
to larger groups than their House #1 neighbors.
Exchange
The final component of the domestic “fund of power” investigated in this
dissertation pertains to the form of inter- and intra-communal domestic exchange
networks (Gallivan 2003:52, 127-131; see also Sahlins 1963). Throughout the
Late Woodland, Protohistoric, and Contact periods, indigenous households
across the James River traded with one another consistently. Goods
(subsistence and prestige related) and people (e.g., wives) moved across these
networks originally unimpeded (Hantman and Gold 2000). The rise of regional
“elites” eventually limited, and in certain cases eliminated, such opportunities
given that, in the Coastal Plain, such interactions often resulted in the acquisition

196

of rare non-local prestige goods (i.e., foreign lithic materials, copper, and shell).
Werowances would later come to maintain exclusive access to such goods either
by constraining “commoner” exchange networks spatially to nearby villages or
curtailing them outright through tribute demands (Gallivan 2003:172-173).
Question 3: Did Camden’s Domestic Groups Maintain Pre-Existing (i.e., Contact
Period) Exchange Networks Following the Contact – Post-Contact Transition?
Archaeological evidence of Indigenous domestic exchange networks from the
James River Valley reveals a pattern of social boundary formation and accessexclusivity. The first trend - social boundary formation - can be discerned through
the spatial analysis of ceramic traditions across the region. Beginning in 200 A.D.
(Gallivan 2003:132), Coastal Plain communities diverged from centuries of
regional stylistic precedent and introduced crushed shell (oyster and clam) as a
new tempering agent to replace older crushed lithic and sand alternatives.
Virginia archaeologists (see Egloff 1985; Gallivan 2003:128-129) argue that the
adoption of shell-tempered in the Coastal Plain reflected the arrival of Algonquian
speaking peoples from New England and/or Canada, the likely ancestors of later
historically documented tribes occupying Virginia’s Coastal Plain. Siouan
speakers in the Piedmont, ancestors to the later Monacan Chiefdom, maintained
older styles of ceramic production that utilized crushed lithic and sand tempers,
possibly to distinguish themselves from the Algonquian neighbors and assert
their communal identity within a rapidly changing landscape.
These efforts, however, did not impede the movement of goods and
people between Coastal Plain and Piedmont Indigenous groups. Shell-tempered
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wares (Mockley Type) and crushed lithic/sand tempered pottery (Albemarle
Type) appear in substantial quantity alongside each other within the
archaeological record of “Middle Woodland” settlements in both regions (see
Egloff and Potter 1982). Archaeologists believe that social or physical boundaries
between both Algonquian- and Siouan-speaking groups, if present, had limited
impact on individual and/or domestic group access to exchange networks (see
Hantman 1993).
By the “Late Woodland” Period, Virginia’s indigenous ceramic industry had
become more stylistically diversified, suggesting a substantial increase in social
differentiation. In the Coastal Plain, Mockley Type pottery was succeeded by four
different wares - Townsend, Potomac Creek, Gaston/Cashie, and Roanoke.
Each of these ceramic traditions exhibited unique attributes, namely surface
decoration and temper, which likely evolved from centuries of social interactions
with neighboring villages (Gallivan 2003:130-131). Although shell-temper ceased
to be the default temper of choice in the Coastal Plain, some communities, in
particular those along the Rappahannock River Valley, fashioned synthetic
ceramic styles that combined Piedmont preferred tempers (crushed lithic and
sand) with surface decorations more common to Coastal Plain wares (i.e., Plain,
cord-marked, and simple stamped).
As time progressed through the “Late Woodland” period, the spatial
distribution of ceramic types constricted (Gallivan 2003:132-133). Although
exceptions and boundary crossings occurred, archaeological evidence suggests
this pattern, along with the concurrent rise of village settlements, likely reflects
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the formation of spatially discrete, materially homogeneous tribal entities. Virginia
Archaeologists argue that the presence of ceramic types in particular villages and
house sites not endemic to newly evolving distribution networks reflect and
unprecedented rise in individualized control of exchange networks for both
human and material goods. According to Gallivan (2003:153-154), monopolistic
control over these networks was essential for entrepreneurial domestic groups
striving to increase their prestige and subsume positions of political and
economic authority within their communities.
Household archaeologists working in “Contact” period domestic contexts
outside Virginia commonly assess past domestic exchange networks by
comparing the variety and amounts of foreign- and locally made objects present
within an assemblage (see Dillian and White 2010 for examples). Under this
approach, the proportion of foreign- and locally made goods serves as an index
of a household’s access to exchange networks. If a household has access to a
relatively large network, its artifact assemblage should reflect a higher proportion
of foreign-made objects when compared to those of other contemporaneous
house sites from the same settlement. Domestic groups with smaller exchange
networks should demonstrate the inverse when their artifact assemblages are
investigated.
For the purposes of this dissertation, foreign goods are defined as objects
produced at a location containing resources not within 20km 52 of a particular
village. Potential lines of evidence that can reveal the manufacture origin of an
20km was chosen as the cut-off because it roughly estimates the distance between Camden and the opposite,
northern shore of Virginia’s Northern Neck.

52
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artifact include the presence of non-local organic or inorganic materials within the
archaeological site, unique inclusions in domestic tools (i.e., tempering agents),
and uncommon decorative ceramic motifs. The exact means of arrival have no
impact on this dissertation’s identification of objects as either foreign or local. As
discussed previously (see Chapter 3 and 4; also see Gallivan 2003: 129; Plog
1990:191), Indigenous Virginians have long practiced a system of exchange that
operated on the movement of people and goods across loose as well as rigid
political boundaries. Men and women participating in these exchanges commonly
traveled between them depending on political-economic circumstances. For
example, women discontent with their marriage could have left their husbands in
one village and returned home to another with objects made in the former.
Although the individual in this example is not necessarily foreign to her original
home, the objects she carries with her may still be unlike anything common to
daily life and thus not be entirely familiar to her friends and/or relatives. Table #2
includes an exhaustive list of artifacts classified as foreign goods in the case of
House #1 and House #2 material assemblages.
Analysis of the two Post-Contact Rappahannock household assemblages
originating from Camden revealed a complex image of Native Virginian domestic
exchange networks. When compared to one another, the proportion of foreign
made goods in House #1’s assemblage is higher than that of House #2. House
#1’s artifact assemblage contained 373 non-local objects out of a total of 7,851
specimens (i.e., 4.8% of assemblage); out of the 2,313 artifacts recovered from
House #2, 107 specimens were non-local (i.e., 4.6% of assemblage).
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Furthermore, the variety of foreign goods present in House #1’s artifact
assemblage exceeds that of House #2. The collection of non-local goods from
House #2 encompasses Indigenous ceramics and lithic sherds not endemic to
the region; in the case of House #1 non-local goods also include an array of
European made goods like firearms and farming tools. These patterns suggest
House #1 likely created and/or retained more exclusive access to foreign goods
than what House #2 could following the Contact – Post-Contact Transition.
Discussion/Conclusion
Historical Transition #3
Key Features:
•
•
•
•

Significant increase in domestic mobility
Expansion of non-elite household production
Maintenance of individualized consumption habits
Maintenance of elite monopolies over foreign exchange networks

Through a series of archaeologically based analyses of household production,
consumption, and exchange practices from two house sites within a single village
complex, I discovered tentative evidence that the late 17th century Indigenous
residents at Camden likely re-organized local political institutions and economies
in substantial and meaningful ways. Instead of demonstrating evidence of
historical continuity OR change, archaeological remains from Camden’s House
#1 and House #2 suggest residents selectively maintained certain facets of daily
social life from earlier “Contact”-era years while replacing others in familiar ways.
While these findings are promising, I must caution the reader that they are reliant
on an exceedingly small sample size. Gallivan’s study along the James River
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relied on 85 house sites to form interpretive baselines for the Coastal Plain
portion of the valley. However, I believe it is important to also note that 46 of the
cases originate from one early 17th-century village site, 44JC308 (Gallivan
1999:Appendix 7). As ongoing archaeology research continues along the
Rappahannock River into the future, I believe future scholars will be able to test
my conclusions with more geographically specific data.
Evidence of domestic production capacity, in the form of house floor area,
suggests Camden’s residents DID NOT appear to maintain “Contact”-era limits
on labor aggrandizement. Before the latter half of the 17th century, Indigenous
werowances engaged in systematic efforts of limiting the size of non-elite village
households. These tactics, according to Gallivan (2003:156-160), served as a
form of political and economic deterrence; by monopolizing the largest family
within a village operating on a subsistence-based economy, chiefs were able to
limit the physical strength of potential competitors and reduce any threats of
armed violence against them. Moreover, more members in the werowance’s
family materially translated into more actualized production since output in
Indigenous Virginian society directly correlated with labor. Until Contact, the
werowance occupied above average-size domestic structures within their
village(s) to shelter their large families while less affluent households settled in
much smaller yihakan, indicative of a smaller co-residential group.
At Camden, Indigenous labor inequalities appear to have reversed course
following the onset of the Post-Contact period. House #1, the possible domicile of
the Machotic Tribe’s chief (or their close relative; MacCord 1969:32; Hodges
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1984:5), is significantly smaller in size than House #2, likely a “commoner”
domestic site. This finding suggests Camden’s less affluent population may have
retained more political and economic independence than their earlier dating
counterparts in other parts of Virginia. Instead of living in small structures that
limited occupancy, the House #2 domestic group managed to aggrandize itself to
such a degree to match the labor capacity of Late Woodland “elites” in their
prime. Given that this process occurred in the presence of a werowance without
any evidence of negative repercussions (i.e., violence), it stands to reason that
House #2 residents exhibited some of the same entrepreneurial spirit that chiefly
ancestors once utilized to obtain their unique positions, essentially inverting the
earliest aspects of regional social inequality to their own benefit.
Despite changes to village production practices and historical labor
inequalities, Camden’s late 17th century Indigenous residents appear to have
maintained Contact-era customs of consumption. Along the James River,
Gallivan discovered that a material correlate of consumption – ceramic vessel
diameter – generally decreased over time from “Late Woodland” years into the
“Protohistoric” period. At Camden, such trends continue. Average vessel
diameter for House #1 and House #2 were both less than the averages recorded
by Gallivan. This finding suggests that meal sharing, a common feature of early
Late Woodland times, did not find a resurgence in popularity. House #2
residents, despite their demographic advantage over their chiefly neighbors,
continued to consume their subsistence goods individually in ceramics
morphologically fit for only themselves. While still less than “Protohistoric” levels,
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the average vessel diameter recorded for House #1 is statistically larger than that
of House #2. This discrepancy may suggest the unlike House #2, House #1 was
slower to shift towards exclusive individual consumption habits. The presence of
an “elite” individual at House #1 further supports this hypothesis given that feasts
and meal sharing were mechanisms of political and economic control that
werowances typically employed to create alliances and consolidate authority.
Like consumption, social dynamics surrounding domestic exchange
practices at Camden appears to also follow along “Contact”-era historical trends.
The proportion of foreign goods within the House #1 artifact assemblage was
slightly greater than the proportion of such objects within House #2. Moreover,
the variety of foreign good artifact types in House #1 was larger than that of
House #2. This may indicate that House #1 maintained more lucrative and
diverse trading networks than their neighbors. European-made goods were
predominately found in House #1; House #2 only contained a single sherd of
lead-glazed ceramic. Such discrepancies suggest the occupants House #1 may
have operated as a cultural mediator or representative between the Camden
village and local English colonists. The discovery of the silver peace medallion
mere feet from the probable location of House #1 during excavations further
supports this theory given that such objects were necessary to gain entry to
English settlements.
When considered in whole, all dissertation findings suggest control of
Indigenous domestic “funds of power” transformed sometime in the late 17th
century along the Rappahannock River. Instead of a political-economic
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landscape controlled solely by “elites”, late 17th century village residents at
Camden appear to have re-negotiated their social relationships with each other
so that “commoner” groups, like that of House #2, had more autonomy and
agency to adapt to evolving colonial circumstances. Unlike “Late Woodland,
Protohistoric, and Contact period” commoner households, residents of House #2
were able to increase the size of their co-residential group to rival the labor
capabilities of ancestral “elite” families in other parts of Virginia. However, this
shift appears to have had no influence on consumption and exchange related
activities. Both House #1 and House #2 residents continued to adopt
individualized consumption habits that limited any attempts at sharing or
engaging others. Likewise, evidence of exchange practices from House #1 and
House #2 indicate that Camden’s “elites” continued their responsibilities as
prestige good and cultural mediators.
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Chapter 6: Indigenous History along the Rappahannock River
In the final chapter of this dissertation, I present a novel telling of Indigenous
Rappahannock River household history from a perspective that emphasizes
historical transitions (Hart, Oland, and Frink 2012:3). This task requires that I to
re-conceptualize the notion of “transition” in ways that diverge from local
professional discourse in Virginia (c.f., Egloff and Woodward 2006; Gallivan
2003:59; Moore et al. 2020; Reinhart and Hodges 1990, 1991, 1992; Hodges
1993; Wittkofski and Reinhart 1989). Rather than represent revolutionary
moments in time when humans significantly alter daily technologies and/or
survival behaviors, I interpret “transitions” more so as heuristic devices that can
help produce more nuanced, contextual understandings of Indigenous pasts.
Historical transitions do not follow predetermined temporal schedules;
there is no internal, systemic-like force guiding the form and speed of culture
change. Ideas promoting the contrary reflect a problematic understanding of time
that is likely “evolutionist” and totalizing in tone (Lucas 2005:12-13). Time,
according to Lucas (2005:25-28), is not a singular phenomenon that operates
universally across the globe; it is non-linear and multi-scalar. Multiple timelines
can exist simultaneously and interact with each other to produce outcomes that
are both innovative and/or traditional (see Cobb 1991; Crellin 2020; Hodder
1987; Rice 2008; Gerritsen 2008; Whittle et al. 2008; Witmore 2007 for example
case studies). Pauketat (2013:58-59) explains that individuals, or in this
dissertation’s case households, interact with these timelines through “citation”
and “translation.” “Citation” occurs when individuals reference their knowledge of
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the past without concern for maintaining a chronological logic of unilineal
evolution. “Translation” is the practice of strategically employing “citations” to
draw out a meaningful response(s) from others, either material or abstract (i.e.,
symbolic).
Subscribing to a perspective of time that is multivariate, multiscalar, and
sensitive to human experience requires this dissertation’s author to adopt a
practice-based philosophy regarding history. The particular one chosen for this
endeavor followed in the intellectual traditions of Bourdieu (1990[1980],
2011[1977]) and Giddens (1976, 1979, 1984). According to Bourdieu, practices
are the suite of daily and socially meaningful activities that individuals engage in
throughout their lives. Practices take place within fields, or social and
environmental contexts that contain “grammars, rules, and exercises” regarding
proper conduct. Individuals who participate in fields do so through the lens of
habitus – the unique skills, tendencies, and dispositions that order and guide
one’s actions. Over time, a dialectical relationship between a field and multiple
habitus-es takes shape and produces doxa, or a set of fundamental beliefs that
are akin to the western metaphor of “common sense” (Bourdieu 1990[1980]:67,
72, 120, 164). Such settings are replete with what Bourdieu’s calls symbolic
capital, or material and intangible resources that reflect wealth and prestige in a
“field.” Should discontent arise within a field, individuals will attempt to challenge
“doxa” and re-organize practice in a way that affords them symbolic capital.
Changes are subtle, like the replacement of lithic tools with iron counterparts, or
obvious, like religious conversion; and, have far reaching consequences, such as
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the wholesale adoption of foreign modes of production (Bourdieu 2000:16; see
also Maton 2008:56-57).
Scholars that successfully employ a practice-based philosophy to the
study of colonial-era Indigenous historical transitions often look to the
archaeological remains of past domestic groups (c.f., Hart, Oland, and Frink
2012; Hunter et al. 2014; Oland 2014; Overholtzer 2013; Whalen 2014).
Households occupy spatially circumscribed and symbolically charged material
spaces that use material culture to reflect the “habitus” of those dwelling within it.
In Virginia, Indigenous households were also “funds of power” (see
Gallivan 1999, 2003); they served as social arenas where community politics and
economics were followed and challenged depending on the form(s) and
function(s) of domestic production, consumption, and exchange practices
(Sahlins 1963, 1972:77, 101). Beginning in “Late Woodland” times until the first
half of the 17th century, Indigenous household history in Virginia was a tale
chronicling the “rise of social inequality” across the region (Gallivan 2003:156160, 171-176). However, archaeological findings from Camden suggest such a
story fails to adequately account for household history beyond the mid-17th
century. When a historical narrative of Indigenous household history does
account for “Post-Contact” (i.e., post-1646 A.D.) data, a different story of the past
begins to form along the Rappahannock River. This new complimentary tale is
more than just one chronicling the rise of regional competition and social
inequality, it is also a saga describing the endurance of native traditional
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practices in the face of colonial intrusions and the social centrality of a particular
member of the household in such endeavors– women.
Earlier in this dissertation (see Chapter 3), I identified two historical
transitions that served as the foundations for my novel reconstruction of
Indigenous Rappahannock River household history. The first of these transitions
– what I called Historical Transition #1 - encompassed early interactions between
Algonquian- and Siouxan-speaking peoples in Virginia’s Coastal Plain between
200 – 900 A.D. (i.e., “Middle Woodland II”; Egloff 1985; Gallivan 2003) and the
social consequences that followed. During these times Algonquian-speaking
communities, likely originating from New England and/or Canada, came into
sustained contact with the region’s Siouxan-speaking population, the likely
ancestors of Virginia’s Piedmont region Monocan chiefdom and its constituent
tribes (Gallivan 2003:128). According to western-trained archaeologists (see
Gleach 1987; Hantman 1993; Mouer 1983), interactions between both
communities were relatively cordial for the duration of the “Middle Woodland II”
years despite increasing evidence of social boundary formation (Curry and
Kavanaugh 1991; Hantman and Gold 2000:276-277).
Regional-scale analyses of Indigenous ceramics suggest that Algonquianand Siouxan-speaking peoples traded together, settled in similar towns together,
and likely married across linguistic social lines for the duration of the “Middle
Woodland II” centuries. Scholars like Gallivan (2003:128) and Hantman (1993)
highlight the spatial patterning and stylistic evolution of Mockley and Varina
pottery as emblematic of these behaviors. In many “Middle Woodland II” dating
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archaeological deposits near Virginia’s Fall Line (i.e. Interstate Highway 95; see
Mouer 1986), sherds of Mockley, a shell-tempered ceramic with either cordmarked or net-impressed decorations found most commonly in the Coastal Plain
and associated with Algonquian-speaking communities, are often found
alongside specimens of Varina, a ceramic style that was popular among
Siouxan-speakers in Virginia’s interior that used lithic temper and knotted-net
surface decorations. Moreover, later-dating specimens of either pottery type
often demonstrate evidence of stylistic hybridity, as was the case at the
Reynolds-Alvis Site 44 in Henrico County, VA (see Gleach 1987). Given that later
17th century accounts describe pottery production as a domestic task conducted
by women while dwelling within their villages (see Smith 1986b[1612]:162;
Strachey 1953[1612]:112; see also Rountree 1989:88), both trends suggest
some form of Algonquian- and Siouxan-speaker co-habitation at the village
and/or domestic scales.
Domestic production, consumption, and exchange practices dating to
Historical Transition #1 times emphasized the independent decision-making
authority of individual households. Archaeological evidence from the Potomac
Creek (Blanton et al. 1999), Great Neck (Hodges 1998), and Reynolds -Alvis
(Gleach 1987) sites suggest that, following the arrival of Algonquian-speakers,
domestic groups, on average, increase the size of their families. When compared
to a “Middle Woodland I” house site found at Potomac Creek, “Middle Woodland
II” houses at Great Neck and Reynolds-Alvis were about 1.7m² larger on
average. This increase in size, according to Gallivan (2003:94-96), likely
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correlates to a need for more living space; a need for more living space suggests
the presence of more humans, either child or adult. Among societies operating a
subsistence-based economy (see Sahlins 1972), more family members, apart
from infants and toddlers, are akin to having more helping hands for daily tasks.
With increases in aid, subsistence-based domestic groups can better meet the
needs of its membership, find time to specialize in alternative production-related
activities, and/or defend its material and immaterial interests. Although not
common, some “Middle Woodland II” domestic groups may have consciously
capitalized on such historical circumstances to set the stage for intensive wealth
accumulation in the future, like the one outlier house site from Great Neck
measuring 14.59² (Gallivan 1999:597).
Historical Transition #1 domestic consumption habits emphasized the
community rather than the bodily individual. One of Virginia’s only studies into
past Indigenous consumption habits found a positive correlation between the size
of ceramic vessels and time; according to Gallivan (1999:352-354), the average
diameter of ceramic vessels increased between the 7th and 10th centuries A.D.
from approximately 22cm to 31cm. This roughly 9cm expansion mimics that
average breadth of a human hand (i.e., 7.9cm – 8.9cm; NASA 2020). Given that
families size appears to increase at the same time as vessel sizes, I argue that
the 9cm average increase in vessel size likely reflects a desire to increase the
number of participants able to engage in simultaneous-use consumption. Such
practices likely reinforced a sense of community within the house that led to
further intra-household social integration.
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Understanding the form, function, and significance of Historical Transition
#1 domestic exchange practices requires us to revisit this dissertation’s earlier
discussion about Mockley and Varina pottery. As mentioned, both ceramic
traditions are found in association together across Virginia’s Coastal Plain from
200 A.D. – 900 A.D. and, by the later centuries, begin to demonstrate stylistic
hybridity. These archaeological patterns suggest potters – more than likely
domestic women (see Rountree 1989:88) – settled across the Virginia landscape
situationally and either created and left behind works for others to emulate in
production or imparted their knowledge of pottery making to children (see AtkinsSpivey-Spivey 2017:72, 126, 203). This movement of women and transfer of
knowledge likely formalized situational exchange networks between households
during the early years of interaction between Algonquian- and Siouxan-speaking
communities (Hantman and Gold 2002:276; Little 1995:157-158). Through
marriage, alliance, and perhaps even family consolidation, women likely served
as social liaisons that enabled different linguistic-historical groups to come
together and agree to routinized or ritual exchanges of goods that would last
beyond the immediate present. Furthermore, if 17th century English accounts of
women’s work are to be believed (i.e., Smith 1986b[1612]; Spelman 1872[1609];
Strachey 1953[1612]), women may also have been responsible for moving most
material goods along Indigenous exchange networks.
The second historical transition that I considered in this dissertation –
Historical Transition #2 – centers on the rise of social inequality across Virginia’s
landscape. While the historical roots of this process rest at the twilight decades
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or centuries of the “Middle Woodland II” era, it reaches maturity about three
hundred years later (i.e., “Late Woodland II”, 1200 – 1500 A.D; Potter 1993:147148.). During this time, Virginia’s social landscape evolved in ways not seen in
any century prior. Following the introduction of early agricultural domesticates
(Dent Jr. 1995:243), the commonwealth’s Algonquian- and Siouxan-speaking
peoples entered into new period of relations where boundary formation and
conflict characterized the sentiments of the land. In the Coastal Plain Mockley
and Varina pottery became replaced with four new styles – Townsend, Potomac
Creek, Gaston, and Roanoke wares – suggesting some degree of social
disassociation possibly emerging between villages and towns. Palisades, a
previously undocumented type of community-scale construction, begin to appear
in the archaeological records of villages across the landscape to likely demarcate
village boundaries, sacred or ritual spaces, and/or defensive fortifications
(Gallivan 2003:120; Potter 1993:120-121).
Under these emerging conditions of division and likely hostility, Virginia
archaeologists and ethnohistorians believe the commonwealth’s historically
documented tribes and chiefdoms begin to take shape (c.f., Gallivan 2003; Potter
1993; Turner III 1976). Across Virginia’s Northern Neck, the peninsula
surrounded by the Potomac River to the North and the Rappahannock to the
South, Indigenous towns and villages consolidated into larger, internally
dispersed settlements (Potter 1993:102). In many instances the geographic
layout of these new communities appeared to radiate from a single house site at
the center of town that archaeologically appeared to be unlike any others. In
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studies like Gallivan’s (2003), these sites were statistical outliers, always larger
than the average house size for a settlement and replete with archaeological
deposits significantly denser than their counterparts. Moreover, these deposits
appeared to contain higher proportions of prestige goods, such as shell and
copper, when compared to the assemblages of other houses within a village.
Domestic production, consumption, and exchange activities also undergo
significant changes during Historical Transition #2. Gallivan’s seminal
archaeological study of James River households demonstrates the size of the
domestic group, on average, increased rapidly through time. Since “Middle
Woodland II” centuries, the average size of a house structure increased by
approximately 28m², from 6.43m² to about 35.34m². For a household living a
subsistence-based economy, a roughly five-time increase in floor area likely
indicates a similar increase to co-residential membership, and possibly potential
labor and survival capabilities.
Domestic consumption activities became less community-oriented and
more concerned with the bodily individual over the course of Historical Transition
#2. In his study of domestic ceramics, Gallivan (1999:354; 2003:99) found that
the average size of cooking vessels decreased from approximately 31cm. during
“Middle Woodland II” times to 18.5cm. Assuming the average breadth of a
human hand remains consistent at 7.9cm. and 8.9cm., the decrease in average
vessel size likely meant less individuals engaged in simultaneous-use
consumption. Over time, such habits likely served werowance interests by
reducing their competitors’ ability to successfully mobilize against political-
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economic intrusions on the part of the former into the daily domestic life of the
latter.
Indigenous exchange networks during Historical Transition #2 were more
restricted and less accessible to the average domestic group when compared to
social circumstances during the “Middle Woodland II” centuries. Domestic
groups, on average, appeared to have had either less opportunity to trade with
non-local travelers, less access to formalized exchange networks, and/or less
chances of inheriting wealth since foreign prestige goods generally disappeared
from their archaeological records, with the exception being those house sites that
likely reflected a family of high social standing. Such trends suggest Indigenous
women likely operated within more socially confined networks, possibly under the
strict oversight of men.
By the onset of Virginia’s “Protohistoric” era (i.e., 1500 – 1607A.D.) and
into the first half of the 17th century, Indigenous domestic groups appeared to
have had, on average, less autonomy regarding political-economic destiny. As
Gallivan (2003:52-53, 171-176; following Sahlins 1963) explains, households had
become a “fund of power” for a small number of entrepreneurial families who,
through savvy navigation of community customs and norms, managed to rise in
status and prestige within their respective tribal communities. By instituting
systems of tribute, such families were able to control the productive output of
other households. Moreover, through the redistribution of these products on an
individual-to-individual consumption basis, entrepreneurial households were able
control how much resources competing domestic groups had, in effect reducing
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the chances of other families successfully organizing against them. By taking on
many wives and using female family members to secure political and economic
alliances (see Strachey 1953[1612]:114), “Protohistoric” werowances managed
to remove any competition they may have had for foreign resources, especially
prestige goods like copper and shell. Simply put, the average Indigenous
household along the Rappahannock River ceased to be fully autonomous and,
for the first time in history, was enmeshed with the fate one or more domestic
groups that are not physically in co-residence.
Based on this dissertation’s archaeological findings from Camden, VA
(see Chapter 5), there likely exists a third historical transition – what I call
Historical Transition #3 - in Rappahannock River household history that is worth
bringing to public attention. Based on statistical and GIS analyses of domestic
archaeological features and artifact assemblages from two house sites located
on the southern bank of the Rappahannock River, I believe Camden’s
Indigenous residents appeared to have selectively altered certain domestic social
conditions while leaving others relatively unchanged. The one facet of domestic
life that did depart from Protohistoric and early 17th century trends pertained to
domestic production and/or productive capabilities. House #1 at Camden, likely
the residence of a family with social ties to the “Machotic” Chief, was significantly
smaller than that of House #2, a domicile possibly belonging to a family of more
humble origins. The difference in size is not insignificant, House #1 ranges
between 10.72m² and 24.36m² while House #2 ranges between 71.15m² and
90.63m². These findings suggest House #2 likely sheltered a much larger family
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than House #1; with a larger family House #2 likely controlled a larger labor pool,
or production capacity, than the family dwelling at House #1. Such conditions
suggest elites, if they were present, likely held less sway over non-elite
production output.
Unlike domestic production, archaeological evidence pertaining to
consumption and exchange practices at Camden suggests relative continuity
with earlier 17th century trends. About consumption, the average size of ceramics
vessels calculated from House #1 and House #2 artifact assemblages was
16.37cm and 14.4cm, respectively. Compared to Protohistoric and Contact era
trends along the James River (see Gallivan 2003:100), these findings suggest a
further decrease in the average size of ceramic vessels by about 1.13cm or
4.1cm. While neither size reaches the average breadth of a human hand, they
nonetheless create further limitations for simultaneous-use consumption.
However, some of the largest recorded specimens exceeded the calculated
averages and were discovered only within the site boundaries of House #1. The
exclusive presence of these large vessels at House #1 may relate to participation
in more community-oriented consumption practices – a realm of social life that
was traditionally associated with weroances in earlier centuries (Curry 1999;
Gallivan 2003:173-176, 2011; Jenkins and Gallivan 2020; Shephard and Gallivan
2020). Perhaps the family that occupied House #1 regularly hosted visitors and
neighbors, which would have required larger storage and serving dishes given
that such community events were often feasts (Gallivan 2003:172). By materially
demonstrating their connection to community, House #1 likely reaffirmed its
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unique, socially elevated position as a werowance descendent in familiar ways
that residents of House #2 respected by not hosting such gatherings.
Regarding domestic exchange, Camden’s Indigenous Historical Transition
#3 residents appeared to have maintained earlier dating customs, or those that
enabled elite families to monopolize trade. Analyses of domestic artifact
assemblages from House #1 and House #2 at Camden showed that the former
not only contained a higher proportion of non-local goods compared to the latter
(4.8% vs 4.6%), but it also contained higher variety of such items. Goods likely
obtained through trade originating from House #2 consisted predominately of
non-local ceramic (i.e., Gaston type) and lithic remains (i.e., chert); House #1,
however, contained numerous European-made goods, like firearm fragments,
Bellarmine jugs, glass and shell beads, copper scraps, iron farming tools, as well
as non-local Indigenous ceramics and lithic remains. Moreover, an English-made
silver medallion inscribed with “Ye King of Machotic” was also discovered in the
northern archaeological site boundaries for House #1. All these findings suggest
House #1 likely created and/or retained more exclusive access to foreign goods
than what House #2 could.
If I were to try to summarize this dissertation’s findings from Camden in a
single sentence, I would say this: the archaeological records of House #1 and
House #2 both disprove and confirm ethnohistorical assumptions regarding
Indigenous Virginian cultural continuity from early “Contact” through “PostContact” years. While this conclusion may appear like a flippant nonanswer/solution, it masks a much more profound and complex historical set of
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circumstances that explain why Rappahannock River households evolved the
way they did from “Middle Woodland II” centuries to ~1720 A.D. The remainder of
this chapter will demonstrate what I mean by these sentiments by exploring the
answers to two questions that I believe the reader is likely asking themselves at
this current juncture in the dissertation.
Question 1: Why did Rappahannock River households not fully change nor fully
maintain traditional domestic practices surrounding production, consumption, and
exchange following Historical Transition #3?
To answer this question, I ask the reader to first recall my earlier discussions on
temporality and time from Chapter 2. In that section of my dissertation, I explored
Lucas’ theorization of chronology and his critique of archaeology’s limited
understandings of the concept. Lucas argued that archaeologists, albeit those
working during the early years of the 21st century, often envisioned time in
“evolutionist” ways; as an absolute, physically observable phenomenon that
operated along a singular historical trajectory. “Evolutionist” thinking, according to
Lucas (2005:7-12), defined the past as series of successive periods/eras/epochs
that were interrupted by rare and extreme happenings that often led to the onset
of a new, historically observable period/era/epoch (see also Crellin 2020-6-7).
Such models consider social stability to be the normal state of humans in the
past and culture change to be the once-in-a-lifetime exception.
For Lucas (2005:16-18), as well as other similarly minded archaeologists
like Cobb (1991), Hart, Oland and Frink (2012), and Crellin (2020), “evolutionist”
understandings of change as a once-in-a-lifetime exception always fail to reflect
accurately the lived experience of past individuals. What these scholars
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recommend for use instead are “non-linear” perspectives on time. A “non-linear”
perspective is one that envisions the existence of multiple timeliness in a
community’s past that interact independently and/or in tandem depending on
historical circumstances (Lucas 2005:16, 26). To illustrate this idea, consider
once again Cobb’s (1991) study of Midwestern Indigenous history. According to
Cobb (1991:178-181), archaeological evidence dating to the region’s Late
Archaic, Middle Woodland-Hopewell, and Mississippi periods indicate Indigenous
Midwesterners lived their daily lives on two temporal fronts. One of these was
long-term in nature, whereby reliance on horticulture and agriculture expanded,
social inequality increased, and ritual deposits were created in increasing
frequency. The other time front was shorter in scale and more cyclical; during the
interstitial years between the Late Archaic, Middle Woodland-Hopewell, and
Mississippi periods, Indigenous Midwesterners appeared to have limited longdistance trade between communities until several decades into a new historical
period/era/epoch. According to Cobb (1991:181-182), understanding the
historical significance of either is impossible without reference to the other.
Agricultural intensification led to surpluses for exchange, which benefitted local
elites; however, because the exchange system was minimally formalized and
subject to instability, it was prone to collapse. During interstitial years, new elite
families likely emerged following the local aggrandizement of their town or
village’s immediate resources, leading to the beginning of a new cycle of
intensive long-distance trade, so on and so forth. Change, like continuity, is seen
as a norm in Cobb’s examples, not an exception.
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Applying a “non-linear” perspective of time to the interpretation of
Rappahannock River household history may hold the key to answering this
chapter’s first question. If this dissertation’s findings reflect evidence of change
and/or continuity operating in different historical trajectories, that may help
explain why Camden’s residents appear to neither fully maintain nor fully change
domestic production, consumption, and exchange practices late into the 17th
century. In the case of production, perhaps the average (i.e., non-elite)
Rappahannock River household understood Historical Transition #3 as a cyclical
collapse of the elite class and subsequential return to older customs related to
domestic production, as was the case in the American Midwest (Cobb 1991).
This would mean non-elite domestic groups, who were long accustomed to
weroances controlling and re-distributing the results of their labor, no longer had
their traditional patrons. Rather than simply wasting away and waiting for
someone or some group to offer aid, the average Indigenous household along
the Rappahannock River decided to take destiny into its own hands and
consolidate with surviving kin or neighbors to produce the daily necessities that
weroances no longer provided.
To understand why Historical Transition #3 Indigenous households at
Camden continue to maintain individual-based consumption habits despite
altering domestic production behavior, I ask the reader to recall this dissertation’s
earlier discussions regarding the English establishment of Native “Preserve”
lands in Virginia (see Chapter 4). Beginning in 1652 A.D., the English colonial
government began organizing and demarcating large tracts of tribally occupied
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lands to create legally protected “Preserves” that outlawed colonial settlement
and poaching. Ten years later many of these “Preserves” ceased to exist in their
original form because of English encroachment and lax enforcement of treaty
protections. Many Rappahannock River tribes re-settled across the entire
Northern Neck Peninsula in hopes of finding territories free of English intrusion,
as well as violence from Indigenous raiding parties from the American Northeast.
One collection of 11,000 acres of “Preserve” lands belonging to the Nanzatico,
Nansemond, and Portobago tribes became a popular location for many refugees
including members of the Rappahannock, Machodoc, Potomac and possibly
even Dogue, Wicomico, and Corrotoman. Tribes. At Camden specifically,
historical documents and unique archaeological finds suggest the likely presence
of at least Rappahannock, Nanzatico, Portobago, Machodoc, and Potomac
women and/or men.
If Camden was the home of various individuals with different tribal
backgrounds coming together and living amongst each other, then that may
partially explain why domestic consumption continued to emphasize the
individual rather than the intra-household community. Following centuries of tribal
political organization, surviving members of depopulated Indigenous communities
may have had to come together with ancestral neighbors or enemies as means
of survival and to establish multi-tribal domestic groups. The House #2
archaeological site at Camden may reflect this historical process. At House #2
these groups, likely wary of their new social circumstances, possibly relied on
regionally accepted customs of consumption that emphasized the individual to
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potentially demonstrate their newfound solidarity with tribal strangers. This theory
would help explain why the average ceramic vessel at House #2 shrank following
Historical Transition #3. Moreover, at House #1 – the residence of a Machodoc
elite lineage – the exclusive presence of larger ceramic vessels may indicate
that, when community-oriented consumption did take place, it was done under
the traditional auspices of a werowance or their representative(s). Perhaps
changing consumption behavior radically during Post-Contact years risked
disrupting the fragile alliances that Camden’s residents required following
constant dispossession of lands and violent depopulation episodes.
Archaeological evidence indicating continuity between Contact and PostContact domestic exchange practices at Camden may allude to some regionalscale effort to revive or to maintain the surviving Indigenous elite class after its
political fallout in 1646 A.D. Following the de-facto dissolution of the Coastal
Plain’s Powhatan Chiefdom during this year, many chiefly families became
embroiled in competitions for political and economic authority (Shefveland
2016:18). Early 17th century English accounts of the time chronicle several
instances when non-elite individuals and/or families manage to circumvent
werowance orders against interactions with colonists for immediate economic
gain (e.g., Beverley1947[1705]:225-226; Strachey 1953[1612]:58-59, 77). In
official records of the century (see Encyclopedia of Virginia 2020b), historically
unheard-of individuals even manage to situationally occupy the role of chief in
official government-to-government negotiations with the English (e.g.,
Necotowance; see Gleach 1997:178-183; Rountree 1990:87-88). These
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unprecedented social transgressions, coupled with English insistence on only
interacting with elites after the end of Anglo-Powhatan hostilities (see
Encyclopedia of Virginia 2020b Act 1; Gleach 1997:179), likely created a sense
of apprehension and political upheaval across the region that non-elites, on
average, refused to accept.
To fashion a durable political order in the post-Powhatan Chiefdom world,
Rappahannock River households appeared to have re-affirmed the need for
unique elite lineages to exist within village communities. As mentioned earlier in
Chapter 5, House #1 at Camden appears to have many archaeological trappings
of an elite residence. A silver peace medallion inscribed “Ye King of Machotic”
was discovered just several feet from the archaeological remains of House #1 by
MacCord’s (1969:29-31) excavation team during the latter half of the 1960
decade. Additionally, House #1 appeared to have had exclusive access to
European-made goods, in addition to larger numbers of prestige items like shell,
copper, chert, and glass (see Table 1). House #2 by comparison had minimal
evidence of exchange with Europeans and appeared to have had limited access
to only lithic prestige goods. Although its exact provenience does not survive, a
second silver peace medallion was also discovered on Camden’s property
inscribed with “Ye King of Potomeck” (MacCord 1969:29-31). When all these
lines of evidence are considered, it becomes difficult to argue against the
existence of some degree of socio-economic distinction at Camden.
Why would Camden’s residents require elite-like families to be present in
their village at all if domestic groups were willing to decrease their reliance on
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werowances regarding domestic production? I believe the answer to this
question is a pragmatic one: Rappahannock River households understood that
opportunities to interact with the English would be severely limited following the
passage of the 1646 A.D. treaty. As mentioned in Chapter 4, the 1646 Treaty
instated a strict policy of community separation between English colonists and
Indigenous Coastal Plain Virginians. English colonists could not enter tribal
communities without official approval; likewise, Indigenous folk could not enter
English settlements unless they carried with them a unique passport given to
them at the treaty’s signing. The two silver peace medallions found at Camden
are surviving examples of those historic passports 53 (Hodges 1984:5). Camden’s
residents likely knew that trade and political negotiations with the English after
1646 A.D. required someone of elite ancestry to increase the chances of success
and therefore had no qualms with establishing a new inter-tribal community with
not just one elite lineage, but possibly even two.
When considered in tandem, the above discussions provide a convincing
answer to this chapter’s first questions regarding Rappahannock River household
history. By adopting a “non-linear” perspective of the past this dissertation was
able to show that production, consumption, and exchange appeared to operate in
accordance with several different historical trajectories. Production at Camden

MacCord (1969:33) notes that the two silver peace medals/passports likely originate from two potential
historical events. In March 1662, the General Assembly of Virginia passed a law mandating that any “Indians”
attempting to enter English territory required a “silver plate” identification tag to gain safe passage. The colonial
government subsequently produced an undetermined amount of “silver plates” and disseminated them to
regional weroances so that they, or their emissaries, could enter English settlements. Likewise, in May 1677, the
English colonial government passed the Treaty of Middle Plantation, which renewed the practice of Indian
passport requirements with a ceremonial dissemination of twenty newly crafted “silver plates.”
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appears to undergo extreme change, possibly as a result of multiple tribal
individuals coming together to make up for the daily resource shortfalls following
the dissolution of the Powhatan Chiefdom. Consumption behavior, however,
continued to emphasize the individual – likely to help ease tensions with newly
forming, multi-tribal households. Likewise, exchange continued to be a practice
primarily of the elite as non-elite households came to terms with the evolving
political-economic landscape of their time.
However, I believe it would be prudent to note that such conclusions rely
on the presumption that both House #1 and House #2 residents operated within
a single perspective of what domestic “funds of power” looked like circa the latter
half of the 17th century. There may have been a strong possibility that different
conceptions of domestic “funds of power” may have existed and operated
simultaneously within Camden that historically developed along different social
class boundaries. By this point I mean that elite Indigenous Rappahannock
households may have created and operated a different version of a “fund of
power” than that of their commoner neighbors. Further archaeological
investigations are needed to determine whether this is indeed the case.
Nonetheless, I believe there likely existed a general idea of domestic “funds of
power” that all social groups possibly present within a village mutually
understood.
I now shift to the task of answering the second question that is still likely
brewing within the reader’s mind:
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Question 2: How were Rappahannock River households able to adapt as they
did during Historical Transition #3?
To answer this question, I need to carefully apply strategic essentialism and look
to archaeological and documentary lines of evidence beyond the geographic
reaches of Camden and the Rappahannock River. I rely also on decades of
western-based ethnohistorical research of Indigenous Virginians broadly
speaking, albeit critically to avoid reproducing “evolutionist” and historically shortsighted ideas of the past. I therefore ask the reader to have an open mind and
hold back any concerns until the conclusion of the chapter.
If I were to provide a concise and succinct answer to Question #2 before
providing a more thorough explanation, it would be this: Rappahannock River
households were able to adapt as they did after the Contact – Post-Contact
Transition because of one, critically important demographic group – women.
From Middle Woodland II times through at least the end of the 17th century,
Indigenous women of Virginia have been the driving force behind the entire
historical evolution of households in the commonwealth. Beginning during the
Middle Woodland II era, women likely acted as social mediators that facilitated
interaction between Algonquian- and Siouxan-speaking communities.
In Chapter 3 I discussed how the geographic distribution of Mockley and
Varina pottery traditions across Virginia’s fall line represented evidence of social
interaction between both Indigenous groups. According to Atkins-Spivey (2017)
and Rountree (1989:88, 1998), pottery making has long been a practice
predominately reserved for Indigenous Virginian women since at least the 16th
and 17th centuries. If such a practice extended back into the “Middle Woodland”
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era as some archaeologists have posited (Atkins-Spivey 2017:190), then the
spatial distributions of Mockley and Varina pottery may have represented
evidence of Algonquian- and Siouxan-speaking women moving across the
landscape and settling where they felt most ideal with limited regards for any
existing linguistic social boundaries. By settling across linguistic boundaries,
“Middle Woodland II” Indigenous women likely forged situational domestic
alliances that linked their already existing kin and alliance networks to those of
new acquaintances. Having children with members of the opposite linguistic
group possibly transformed once situational domestic entanglements into longerlasting, kinship-based ones that, over time, encouraged the formation of villageand tribal-based identity groups of the “Late Woodland II” period and beyond.
If “Middle Woodland II” women were indeed able to transform short-term
social networks into long-term kin-based ones, then they could also be identified
as key players during the region’s rise of social inequality. Through the course of
the Late Woodland II, Protohistoric, and Contact periods, entrepreneurial
individuals and/or families managed to leverage domestic “funds of power” to
achieve unique social distinction in life and/or death. Gallivan (2003) found that
this process entailed the direct intervention of small numbers of households in
the productive, consumption, and exchange behaviors of domestic groups from
the village at large. 17th-century English colonist William Strachey suggested this
was accomplished in large part due to weroances taking multiple wives:
[…] the reason why each chief patron of a familie
especially weroances, are desirous and (indeed)
strive for manie wives is because they would have
manie children who maie, if chaunce be fight for them,
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when they are old, as also then feed and mayntein
them. (Strachey 1953[1612]:114)
According to Gallivan (2003:172), additional wives likely explained the increases
to household size of “elite” domestic groups that he documented along the
James River. More wives likely provided Indigenous men with more working
hands to acquire wealth, children to do the same or defend their interests, and
situational alliances with competitors (Gallivan). Individual awareness of these
conditions – or doxa – would explain why weroances succeeded while other
families did not. Few individuals can envision the extensive network of social
relations and histories that comprise the doxa of a particular field, and those that
do, according to Bourdieu (1970, 1990[1980], 2011[1977]), are those that often
find themselves leading change or revolutions of the status quo.
Indigenous women by no means sat idly by while their male counterparts
jostled with each other for political-economic supremacy. 17th-century English
descriptions of marriage and inheritance customs amongst the Algonquianspeaking Powhatan Chiefdom portray women with a note-worthy degree of bodily
autonomy (see Archer 1969[1607]:104; Beverley 2013[1705]; Strachey
1953[1612]:112). According to western ethnohistorian Helen Rountree (1989:9092), Indigenous Powhatan women were free to divorce husbands that they felt
were inadequate, they were able to re-marry, inherit property (i.e., the house and
the deceased male’s material estate), and even serve as chief, such as
Queen/weroansqua Cockacoeske of the Pamunkey tribe. Apart from the primary
wife, elite women often divorced their chiefly husbands upon having a child
(Spelman 1872[1609]:34); according to Rountree (1989:91), the practice of
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divorcing secondary wives and their children meant weroances no longer needed
to provide for their daily needs and could amass increased wealth. Women
divorced in this manner were free to re-marry or married off by the weroance to
form political. Primary wives that were unable to divorce their chiefly husbands,
or those wives that remained within the weroance’s household, were entitled to
inheritance of goods and potentially chiefly office once the husband became
deceased. Non-elite women, on the other hand, were able to practice a
distinctive form of contractual marriage on an annual basis. Every year the
husband and wife had to re-new their vows in public to maintain the contractual
nature of their relationship; if they did not, they were presumed to have engaged
in a long-term marriage agreement (Rountree 1989:90). However, Indigenous
women of long-term marriages were still able to leave their husbands and return
to their kin if he failed to provide adequately for her during her stay.
Given the distinct degree of autonomy Indigenous women had regarding
marriage, divorce, and inheritance, it would be historically unjust to characterize
them as passive onlookers during the rise of regional chiefdoms. In even the
most restrictive circumstances, like that of weroance primary wives, Indigenous
men were required to obtain consent from their wives for marriage and always
faced the threat of abandonment if they became lazy or failed to fulfill their
husbandly duties (Strachey 1953[1612]:64-65). To illustrate this point even
further, consider the early years of Jamestown colony (Mallios and Straube
2000). Before the starving times of 1609 – 1610 A.D., English and Powhatan
relations were amicable; and as a result, Chief Powhatan sent several of his
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household’s women to prominent English leaders for marriage. These women
lived at Jamestown full-time for several years and established new households
with their husbands. Once the starving times arrived, however, each one of the
Indigenous wives at Jamestown abandoned the colony, their husbands, and later
returned to their native home villages. Chief Powhatan never punished these
women, nor did he force them to return; according to (Percy 1922[1625]:5), he
interpreted their return likely as a signal that English colonists were lousy
husbands and failed in their household duties. The moral of this particular
historical episode: no man, whether they were of English or Powhatan origin,
could force Indigenous wives to stay with them or supply them with socioeconomic benefits if they themselves failed to do the same in return.
At Camden, Indigenous Rappahannock women were likely responsible for
the success of the late 17th century multi-tribal community and multi-tribal
household (i.e., House #2) discovered on the property. Since at least “Middle
Woodland II” times, Indigenous women in Virginia appeared to have operated as
cultural intermediaries and as nexuses of kin-based social networks. During the
rise of social inequality, weroances and their ancestors became aware of these
conditions and began to systematically monopolize wives to aggrandize their
labor and wealth (Gallivan 2003:172). Despite the upheaval caused by the
dissolution of the Powhatan Chiefdom, no historical or archaeological evidence
exists suggesting any fundamental alterations to women’s social roles as cultural
curators for the Rappahannock River landscape. As such, women may have
been the primary reason different Rappahannock River tribes were able to settle
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together without major incidents. Their skills as cultural curators possibly built
upon the extensive social networks that they and their female ancestors
cultivated for hundreds of years, using these ties situationally to connect tribally
disparate individuals or families. Put another way, Indigenous Rappahannock
women were a necessary component for various tribes to come together, settle
differences, and work towards a new cooperative future at Camden.
Recent historical and archaeological investigations of Indigenous Virginia
women suggest they continued to operate as cultural curators for their families
and/or communities beyond the 17th century. In her study of 19th century
Pamunkey subsistence practices and the local market economy, Ashley AtkinsSpivey Spivey (2017:5), a member of Virginia’s Pamunkey Indian Tribe, found
archaeological and historical evidence demonstrating a conscious effort on the
part of her people’s female population to maintain “traditional cultural practices.”
These included a suite of activities with 17th century precedents, including
ceramic making, child rearing, managing the household, and trading; Pamunkey
women also began traveling to local Euro-American marketplaces to sell their
subsistence-based wares in similar fashion to their early 1600s A.D. ancestors,
albeit with the trappings of contemporary technology of the time. By the 1930s,
an all-female-group of Pamunkey tribal members had established the Pamunkey
Pottery School and the Pamunkey Pottery Guild – state-sponsored institutions
with organizational missions that explicitly seek to preserve and disseminate the
community’s cultural heritage. All these findings, according to Atkins-Spivey
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(2017:33), reflect evidence of Pamunkey culture continuity through the exercise
of century or even millennia-old domestic-related practices.
In the American South East, physical anthropologists Deborah Bolnick and
David Smith (2003) have found genetic evidence suggesting Indigenous
Muskogean women in that region also possibly served their communities as
cultural mediators during historical episodes of social reconfiguration. The
scholars analyzed mtDNA haplogroups from 45 individuals in the community and
discovered that they were less genetically diverse than what archaeological,
documentary, and linguistic evidence suggested; unlike northeastern Indigenous
American groups, which were less linguistically diverse, Muskogean populations
exhibited lower haplotype diversity, nucleotide diversity, and phylogenetic
dispersion (Bolnick and Smith 2004:349). Because each of these genetic traits is
inherited from the mother, Bolnick and Smith (2004:351-352) believe their
findings indicate a rise in admixture (i.e., reproduction) between Muskogean
women and non-local men. The scholars believe that such genetic patterning
would only be possible in a “genetic bottleneck” scenario; this refers to periods of
high depopulation within a community whereby genetic diversity is likely to
decrease because of a lack of available sexually mature partners (Bolnick and
Smith 2004:351-352). Given that Muskogean peoples employed matrilineal and
matrilocal social structures (Bolnick and Smith 2004:350), local women likely
absorbed non-local migrants into their families and, as a result, served as cultural
mediators in order to ease the demographic transition.
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Returning back to Virginia, if domestic practices like pottery making
enabled Pamunkey women to maintain facets of traditional culture into the 19th
and 20th centuries, then perhaps similar types of activities taking place along the
Rappahannock River had the same results. Two possible instances where such
circumstances may be the case involve local basket making and cooking
industries (Speck 1925:56-63, 70-76). About basket making, anthropologist
Frank Speck (1925:60-63) found that Virginia’s Rappahannock Tribe was the
only early 20th century Indigenous community in the state able to reproduce a
unique form of grass, or “rush”, basket documented by early 17th century English
colonists like John Smith. These “grass baskets” were indispensable to both
English colonists and Native Rappahannock peoples for their ability to easily
transport “hundreds of bushels of corn” between settlements and, once
repurposed, to provide strong binding materials (i.e., rope) or comfortable bed
stuffing. Speck (1925:61) noted that a “number of the older members of the
community” were able to produce these baskets during the 1910s and 1920s.
However, the photographs he included in his monograph of the Rappahannock
Tribe all contained specimens created exclusively by Susan B. Nelson, the tribe’s
secretary and the wife of Assistant Chief Otho S. Nelson. Speck (1925:56)
unfortunately provided no explanation as to why he selected Ms. Nelson’s works
for publication and no others, despite mentioning the existence of accomplished
male potters like “Old Bob Nelson.” Considering that the only image in his
monograph that depicts a basket and a member of the Rappahannock Tribe in
the same frame contains a woman and not a man, it is likely that Speck
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recognized, albeit implicitly, that basket making was first and foremost a tradition
predominantly reserved for tribal women and then subsequently for men, if they
lacked female kin or household members with such skills.
Early 20th century Rappahannock cooking practices also demonstrated
evidence of culture continuity. According to Speck (1925:71), maize continued to
play a central role in daily subsistence much like it did during the early 1600s.
Rappahannock mothers, wives, daughters, and sisters planted and processed
corn utilizing traditional technologies like corn-husking baskets (Speck 1925:65),
corn-pegs (Speck 1925:74), wooden stirrers, and gum-wood bread trays (Speck
1925:74, 76). Some of these objects, like the stirrers, appeared to mimic older
17th forms documented by Smith following his observation of an Indigenous
women’s ritual dance where each performer carried one in their hands (see
Taylor 1907:154; likewise, Rappahannock families owning gum-wood bread trays
considered them as traditional heirlooms that were passed down multiple
generations, possibly as fark back as the 17th century (Speck 1925:76).
Traditional corn breads made in these trays, like “hoe-cakes, johnny-cakes, […]
and ash-cakes” (Speck 1925:71), were commonly served on dinner tables
despite geographic access to more diverse food markets at Richmond and
Fredericksburg.
Despite Speck affording minimal discursive attention to Rappahannock
women 54, his unique choice of specimen descriptions and photographs of tribal
basket-making and cooking practices implicitly stress their role in practicing
Ironically, Speck (1925) included numerous photographs of Rappahannock women in his monograph but
included little written details about who they were and why he considered them important to document.
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exemplary forms of centuries-old domestic traditions. Like their Pamunkey
neighbors, Rappahannock women continued producing domestic crafts in ways
that mimicked 17th century English historical accounts. They managed to
preserve a unique type of grass basket technology that no other Virginia tribe
appeared to have matched. Rappahannock women also continued in their
capacity as corn farmers and cooks; they recreated century old recipes, like corn
breads, with tools reminiscent of 17th century technologies. Some of these
objects, like wooden stirrers, harken back to early 17th century women’s ritual
dances (see Speck 1925:76); others, like the gum-wood bread trays, may have
been physically bequeathed and subsequently repaired for multiple generations,
in effect providing material reminders of a Rappahannock household’s long,
enduring history.
Conclusion
I must now shift to the task of historically linking the contemporary
Rappahannock Tribe of Virginia to my answers to Question #2. One event that
best articulates evidence of Rappahannock women continuing to serve in their
capacity as cultural curators is the election of G. Anne Richardson as Chief of the
Rappahannock Tribe in 1998 A.D. Chief Richardson is the daughter of former
Rappahannock Chief Captain Otho Nelson (ca. 1964-1998 A.D.), the son and
successor of former Rappahannock Chief Otho Smoot Nelson, who himself is the
successor of Chief George Nelson, the Rappahannock Tribe’s leader during
Speck’s (1925) time along the river. Chief Richardson is the first Indigenous
Virginian woman to hold the office of Chief since Queen Cockacoeske of the

236

Pamunkey Tribe during the mid-17th century (see Schmidt 2012). Under Chief
Richardson’s tenure so far, the Rappahannock Tribe achieved official federal
recognition (Virginia-Pilot 2018), produced the first systematic archaeological and
historical culture history survey of the Rappahannock River (Strickland et al.
2016), successfully nominated her grandfather’s historic home to the United
States’ National Register of Historic Places (Chief Otho and Susie P. Nelson
House; see United States Department of Interior 2019), acquired funding to
rehabilitate the Otho and Susie Nelson House to serve as a new traditional
medicine education center (Rappahannock Tribe 2020a), repurchased several
tracts of ancestral tribal lands lost during the state’s colonial era (Rappahannock
Tribe of Virginia 2020b), and provided continued support to the Rappahannock
Tribe’s annual Harvest Festival and Powwow (Rappahannock Tribe 2017). I
interpret each of these achievements as modern attempts to emulate ancestral
Rappahannock women - they explicitly seek to explore Rappahannock Tribal
history and culture, connect them to the present-day community, and help
preserve them for future generations of Rappahannock children.
In its attempt to identify and explore the history of Indigenous
Rappahannock River households in a way that considered post-colonial critiques
of archaeology and “non-linear” perspectives on time and culture change, I
managed to reveal a complex historical conjuncture where domestic production,
consumption, and exchange practices neither fully changed nor fully persisted in
the same ways following Historical Transition #3. At Camden, VA Post-Contact
households fundamentally altered domestic production likely to satisfy co-
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residential needs once local weroances begin failing in their obligations to
redistribute goods to the village community. Consumption and exchange
practices, though, appear to change little over the course of the 17th century. I
argued that such consistencies make sense if both practices evolving along
different historical trajectories than that of domestic production. Maintenance of
individualized consumption behavior likely helped ease social tensions in newly
formed households containing residents from different tribal communities.
Likewise, supporting the revival of a social elite class possibly occurred for
pragmatic reasons since non-elite Indigenous Virginian understood that trade
and exchange with English colonists required official weroance patronage.
When I attempted to explain why Indigenous Rappahannock River
households were able to change and persist following the Contact – PostContact Transition, I argued that women deserved a great deal of credit. Since
Middle Woodland II times, Indigenous women across Virginia operated as
cultural curators. Mothers, sisters, and wives provided access to extensive
kinship networks that, once exploited, provided the necessary means for certain
Late Woodland II and Protohistoric era families to rise in social standing and,
over time, transform into the region’s elite class of weroance families. Although
accounts of men using women for personal gain exist within 17th century English
accounts of Virginia’s Indigenous populations, other sources suggest such
decisions require explicit consent to avoid the risk of women leaving their
husbands, taking their resources, skills, and kin networks with them. At Camden,
Rappahannock women likely enabled multiple tribal families from different
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villages to come together in single domestic structures and form new
households.
Indigenous Virginian women did not stop acting as cultural curators at the
end of the Post-Contact era. In her study of 19th century Pamunkey history,
Atkins-Spivey (2017) found archaeological and historical evidence of tribal
women engaging in domestic activities in the same ways while using similar tools
as their ancestors did during the early 1600s A.D. According to Atkins-Spivey
(2017:188), Pamunkey women operated as de facto heads of households,
potters, and wage laborers; they were also responsible for the creation of the
Pamunkey Pottery School and the Pamunkey Pottery Guild – institutions that
acted to preserve traditional pottery making skills in the community for both
artistic and daily life needs.
While spending a year with the Rappahannock Tribe during the early
1900s A.D., Speck (1925) documented similar circumstances. His observations
indicated, albeit implicitly, that Rappahannock women were responsible for
maintaining traditional cultural practices like basket making and cooking. Some
women, like Susie Nelson, were so successful in their endeavors to preserve
their history they were able to reproduce a special grass basket that no other
Virginia tribes managed to emulate. When Rappahannock women cooked, they
did so with technologies reminiscent of the 17th century. Wood pot stirrers were
commonly fashioned into early 1600s A.D. symbols associated with a ritual
women’s dance; gum-wood bread trays – used for making traditional corn breads
– were treated as heirlooms and passed down, and repaired, for multiple
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generations (Speck 1925:76. By 1998 A.D., G. Anne Richardson had become
Virginia’s first female Indigenous tribal leader since Queen Cockoeske (ca. mid17th century), became Chief of the Rappahannock Tribe and ushered in an overt,
woman-led political-economic agenda focused on cultural history and
preservation of traditional culture practices.
To conclude this dissertation, I wish to discuss where future
archaeological or historical research may develop along the Rappahannock
River. While I feel confident in my findings, interpretations, and hypotheses of
Rappahannock River domestic history, many interpretations, especially in this
chapter, rely heavily on circumstantial and/or non-local lines of evidence. As
mentioned earlier in Chapter 3, this is predominately a consequence of western
archaeologists’ limited interest in the Rappahannock River. More research is
needed along the Rappahannock to provide a more rigorous set of interpretive
baselines by which to compare newly discovered archaeological findings. As this
dissertation already demonstrates, comparative analyses of archaeological
materials provide invaluable insight into a range of research questions that focus
on past lived experiences. However, comparing archaeological materials across
different tribal communities and/or social landscapes with divergent histories
always runs the risk of reproducing colonial-era presumptions about Indigenous
peoples. Every community, past and present, deserves an opportunity to be
heard and understood on their own terms; and future archaeology on the
Rappahannock River should always strive for this goal.
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Appendix A
To date, no archaeologist operating within Chesapeake has produced an artifact typology
sensitive to the unique material culture history of the Rappahannock River Valley. This is
not to say that such information does not exist; Egloff and Potter's (1985) study of Native
Virginia Coastal Plain ceramics includes examples and information of specimens
commonly found along the Rappahannock. Likewise, several reference volumes of
indigenous lithic tools also include/account for Rappahannock River specimens and their
regional patterns of geographic distributions (see Hranicky 2009a, 2009b). This
information, however, is often limitedly available to well-funded research institutions,
difficult to access due to academic publication pay walls, and commonly overlooked by
archaeologists that do not specialize in Native Virginian history. Personal experiences
working throughout Virginia have consistently demonstrated that without training in such
artifacts, many local historical archaeologists often misidentify diagnostic specimens
leading to inaccurate historical interpretations of site chronology and use. In the worst
case of scenarios, Native -made artifacts are simply overlooked outright. Explanations for
these conditions are difficult to discern, though the perpetuation of colonial-based
historical narratives is more than likely to blame. Such narratives commonly present
Indigenous Virginians in monolithic terms (based on linguistic ancestry) and obfuscate
evidence of regional and communal/tribal differentiation.
In an effort to address these current conditions in Virginian historical archaeology, a
ceramic and lithic artifact typology unique to the Coastal Plain portion of the
Rappahannock River was created for this dissertation. The scope of the typology was
defined through a strict adherence to the universe of materials represented within either
House #1 (excavated previous by MacCord) or House #2 (excavated in 2018 for this
dissertation) assemblages. Such limits on subject matter undoubtedly overlook the full
breadth of potential indigenous Rappahannock River artifacts that may exist in previously
excavated collections originating from the region or the archaeological record itself.
However, this cost is outweighed by the benefits that such a typology provides for current
and future research along the Rappahannock: 1) it synthesizes decades of past material
culture research into a concise, easy to follow reference guide that includes visual aids
(colored photographs) and concise descriptions of diagnostic attributes; 2) it offers an
easily amenable model of data/information recording that can be added to by future
scholars; and 3) it provides a strong foundation for reconstructing the culture history of
Rappahannock River communities.
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Ceramics

Nomini
The Nomini ceramic type (see Egloff and Potter 1982:104-106; Waselkov 1982:291-293)
consists of two varieties, cord-marked and fabric-impressed. Indigenous Rappahannock
communities produced Cord-marked surface decorations either using cord-wrapped
paddles or individual S-twist cords that were then impressed onto the exterior surface.
With few exceptions, the textile patterning of fabric-impressed vessels suggests the use of
spaced, bulky weft-twined textiles consisting of tightly twisted wraps that conspicuously
lack an evidence of knots/knotting. Interior surfaces of cord-marked and fabric-impressed
specimens are typically smooth. Each variant utilizes crushed/rounded quartz lithic
fragments (approximately 2mm in diameter) as the primary tempering agent, which
comprises approximately 10% to 20% of the paste. Nomini vessels tend to be large
bodied with rounded bases and non-decorated flattened rims. Radio-carbon dating of
major Nomini ceramic deposits at the White Oak Point Site (44WM119; also see
Waselkov 1982) suggests the likely chronological distribution of the pottery is limited to
the end of the Middle Woodland period (i.e., 700 A.D. - 900 A.D.)
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Potomac Creek 55

Virginia archaeologists have historically identified two particular types of Potomac Creek
pottery, Cord-Marked and Plain (see Egloff and Potter 1982:112 for full citations). Like
Nomini pottery, indigenous Rappahannock communities produced Potomac Creek CordMarked surface decorations through the use of individual twisted cords and/or paddles
wrapped with the many cords impressed onto exterior surfaces. Analyses of artifact
assemblages rich in Potomac Creek Cord-Marked specimens identified three decorative
motifs that appear to distinguish the type from the more abstract-decorated Nomini
variety, vertical, horizontal, and geometric.
As the name implies, Potomac Creek Plain pottery lacks any form of surface decoration
on the exterior surface. Egloff and Potter (1982:112) note that Plain decorations were
produced by smoothing exterior surfaces in a similar methodology utilized for those in
the interior of the vessel. Several examples of Potomac Creek Plain exhibit evidence of
initial cord-marking prior to surface smoothing. Both Potomac Creek Cord-Marked and
Plain specimens utilize the same tempering agents: crushed quartz and/or medium sand
grains that comprise 20% to 35% of the ceramic’s paste. The morphology of both types
of Potomac Creek pottery varies, yet many tend to demonstrate globular bodies, everted
or straight rims, and rounded bases. Radio-carbon dating temporally places Potomac
Creek ceramics within the latter half of the Late Woodland Period (900 A.D. - 1600
A.D.; also see Gallivan 2003:58-61) through the 17th century (Clark 1980:8)

Artifacts photographed were recovered from House #1 at Camden, VA. Photographs courtesy of
ColonialEncounters.org.

55

243

Gaston 56

Gaston pottery currently consists of only one particular variety, Simple-Stamped (Egloff
and Potter 1982:109). Despite using a similar method of construction as Cord-Marking,
indigenous Rappahannock communities created Simple-Stamped surface decorations by
impressing paddles wrapped with untwisted cords onto exterior walls of vessels. Some
cases of Gaston may also exhibit other conspicuous diagnostic decorative elements
resulting from either finger pinching, incisions, punctuations, and folding of the body
and/or rim. The primary temper of Gaston type ceramics is crushed, angular quartz
roughly 2mm to 5mm in diameter; distributions of these particulates in ceramics pastes
vary considerably. The morphology of Gaston vessels tends to be globular with straight
to excurvate rims. Radio-carbon analysis of archaeological contexts in the Roanoke
Rapids Basin containing sherds of Gaston ceramics suggests the pottery dates primarily
to the turn of the 18th century.

56

Photograph courtesy of Virginia Department of Historic Resources (2020).
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Camden Ware 57

First discovered/defined by MacCord (1969:12-19) during his late 1960s excavations of
Camden Farm, Camden Ware is an early, late 17th century form of the later 18th/19th
century Colono Ware ceramic type. Specimens of Camden Ware may exhibit either Plain
or Burnished surface decorations. Indigenous Rappahannock communities tended to
temper Camden Ware primarily with fine to medium grain sand particles. Little is known
as to the extent of potential vessel forms. At present, bowls with flattened bases are the
only archaeologically known cases to exist.

Artifacts photographed were recovered from House #1 at Camden, VA. Photographs courtesy of
ColonialEncounters.org.
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Waster 58

Wasters are common refuse products resulting from indigenous Rappahannock ceramic
production. Wasters consist of all ceramic sherds resulting from vessels destroyed within
the kiln during the firing process. Specimens exhibit evidence of formless-ness (i.e., no
evidence that the object is a body, rim, or base fragment) that results from the combustion
of improperly constructed pottery and the scorching/burning/melting that commonly
follows.

Artifacts photographed were recovered from House #1 at Camden, VA. Photographs courtesy of
ColonialEncounters.org.
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Lithics – Projectile Points
Guilford Lanceolate (Round and Concave Base) 59

The set of projectile points that comprise the Guilford Lanceolate complex was originally
identified and defined by Joffre Coe (1964). Varieties of Guilford projectile points
include Straight Base, Round Base, and Concave Base. Excavations conducted during the
summer of 2018 produced two of the three variants of Guilford points, Round Base and
Concave Base.
Both types are medium sized (41mm-80mm long, 15mm-35mm wide; Hranicky 1989:7)
and lanceolate shaped. Each projectile point is thick-bladed, yet symmetrical, relative to
their size, ranging between 5mm-12mm. The bodies of Round Base and Concave Base
blades are long and excurvate with and inward curved tip. While both bases of each
projectile point exhibit evidence of grinding, they differentiate in the shape of their
proximal ends. The Round Base variety exhibits a convex-shaped base while the Concave
Base stays true to its namesake. Date ranges vary for all Guilford Complex points;
radiocarbon dating (see Coe 1964; McAvoy and McAvoy 1997; Steponaitis 1980)
suggests a strong correlation to the region’s Middle Archaic Period (6,000 B.C.-2,500
B.C.)

59

Photograph courtesy of Maryland’s Jefferson Patterson Park & Museum (2012)
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Savannah River 60

The Savannah River projectile point was first identified by William H. Claflin in 1931
(Hranicky 1989:60) and later defined through publication by Coe (1964). Savannah River
points vary considerably in size, ranging from medium to large (44mm-170mm long,
35mm-70mm wide). Average thickness can range between 7mm-12mm. Savannah River
blades are large, thin, broad, and triangular with either excurvate or straight sides; within
Virginia, some specimens may also exhibit evidence of serration (Hranicky 1989:60).
Shoulder morphology is highly variable, ranging from pronounced right-angle relative to
the stem to styles that are less sharp and more obtuse angled. The stem portion of
Savanna River points is square and typically exhibit straight sides; bases are either
concave or straight. Radiocarbon dating of archaeological deposits rich with Savannah
River points throughout Virginia and the broader Mid-Atlantic (suggest the objects date
primarily to the Late Archaic Period (2,500 B.C.-1,200 B.C.)

60

Photograph courtesy of Maryland’s Jefferson Patterson Park & Museum (2012)
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Calvert 61

The Calvert Stemmed Point was first defined by Robert Stephenson and L. Ferguson
(1963; see also Hranicky 1991:14) at the Accokeek Creek Site in Virginia. The point is
medium sized (25mm-48mm long, 18mm-31mm wide) with an average thickness of
10mm. Calvert blades are short, thick, and wide with convex edges and a sharp distal tip.
Shoulders are slight, but abrupt and clearly separate the blade from the proximal portion
of the projectile point. The average Calvert Stemmed Point base is straight, though in
some instances slightly convex. Moreover, the base is always thinner than the blade,
usually wider than it is long, and can potentially be slightly rounded. Calvert Stemmed
Points are commonly discovered archaeologically within contexts dating to the Early
Woodland Period (1,200 B.C. - 500 B.C.)
Lithics - Flakes
Lithic flakes are the byproducts of stone removal from an original core rock/cobble by
means of percussion and/or a pressure instrument. Within Virginia, archaeologists
commonly employ the Primary-Secondary-Tertiary (PST) Approach, which classifies
specimens according to the amount of cortex present on their dorsal (exterior) surfaces.
Major critiques highlighting the limitations of the PST Approach (see Bradbury and Carr
1995; Odell 1989) have been leveled over the past several decades. Issues raised tend to
focus on four topics: 1) cortex measurement inconsistencies across the discipline; 2)
unstandardized methodologies surrounding typological classification of lithic flakes; 3)
the PST Approaches presumption of complete (i.e., whole specimens) flakes; 4) the
ability for multiple lithic reduction techniques to produce similar results. Nonetheless,
critics (Magne 1985:114; Odell 1989:185) do acknowledge that employment of the PST
Approach is still useful in distinguishing incipient and late-stage lithic tool production
refuse.

61

Photograph courtesy of Maryland’s Jefferson Patterson Park & Museum (2012)
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Primary

Primary flakes consist of all flaked material produced during initial stages of
tool/projectile point production (separating flakes from the lithic core). The diagnostic
attribute that distinguishes a Primary flake is the presence of 100% cortex on the object’s
dorsal surface (Bradbury and Carr 1995:101).
Secondary

Secondary flakes consist of all flaked material produced during core reduction following
the removal of primary flakes. The diagnostic attribute that distinguishes a Primary from
Secondary flake is the presence of some portion of cortex (less than 100%) on the
object’s dorsal surface (Bradbury and Carr 1995:101).
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Tertiary

Tertiary flakes consist of all flaked material produced during terminal stages of stone tool
production. The diagnostic attribute that distinguishes a Tertiary flake is the lack of any
cortex on the object’s dorsal surface (Bradbury and Carr 1995:101).
Lithics - Tools
Hammer stone

A hammer stone is a round lithic cobble that is ellipsoidal and ergonomically shaped.
Hammer stones were percussion tools utilized to peck, strike, pound, abrade, or grind
other lithic material to produce flakes and other lithic tools. In Virginia, the average size
of a hammer stone is approximately 67mm in diameter.
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Scraper

A lithic scraper is a long, narrow, and thin tool that exhibits a beveled edge. Commonly,
Scraper blade edges are flat and uniface and traditionally hafted. These tools were
utilized for a variety of different purposes, including carving, fitting, and flattening.
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Tobacco Paraphernalia
Chesapeake Tobacco Pipes 62

Locally manufactured (i.e., produced within the Mid-Atlantic utilizing Mid-Atlantic
resources) tobacco pipes are ubiquitous among 17th century-dating archaeological sites in
Virginia. Local Virginia archaeologists (see Agbe-Davies 2015; Harington 1978; Henry
1979; McMillan 2010; Monroe and Mallios 2004; Monroe, Mallios, and Emmett 2004)
investigating these unique objects for the past seven decades have done so for various
aims. Archaeological investigations of Chesapeake pipes that focus on the discovery of
manufacturer identity traditionally dominated Chesapeake Tobacco Pipe research for
much of the late 20th century. Recently, archaeologists have begun to move away from
such topics in favor of more nuanced, contextual ones that emphasize consumption habits
(McMillan 2010) and social entanglements (Agbe-Davies 2015:28-29). Regardless of the
questions and interests driving research, archaeologists have demonstrated that
Chesapeake Tobacco Pipes share both stylistic and chemical morphological
characteristics that enable definition of an archaeologically identifiable artifact class (see
Bollwerk and Tushingham 2016 for examples. Chesapeake Tobacco Pipes are comprised
of local Virginia soils and lack any traces of kaolin clay, the traditional raw material for
European-made tobacco paraphernalia during the 17th century. Their soils produce
various colored bodies, including yellow (most common), red, orange, and buff.
Chesapeake tobacco pipes were made by hand and by mold. Decorations can vary
heavily; the form of the pipe could exhibit Indigenous Virginian or European influence
and common motifs include stars, deer, geometric rouletting, anthropomorphic features,
and floral stamps.

Artifacts photographed were recovered from House #1 at Camden, VA. Photographs courtesy of
ColonialEncounters.org.
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Appendix B
Indigenous Communities

Anacostan Tribe
Appomattock Tribe
Chickahominy/Chikahominy Tribe
Corrotoman/Cuttaowmen Tribe
Keocoughtan Tribe
Machotick/Machodoc/Ozaiawomen Tribe
Meherrinb Tribe
Monacan Tribe
Monzaticon Tribe
Moraughtacund Tribe
Nansemond Tribe
Nanzatico Tribe
Nottoway Tribe
Occoneechee Tribe
Pamunkey Tribe
Paspahegh Tribe
Patawomeck/Potomac/Patomeck Tribe
Piscataway Tribe
Portobago Tribe
Rappahannock Tribe

Stukanock Tribe
Susquehannock Tribe
Tanx Rappahannock Tribe
Totero Tribe
Totosha Tribe
Totuskey Tribe
Weyanoke Tribe
Wicomico Tribe

Notable Individuals
Notable Individuals of
of Indigenous
Notable Indigenous
European Descent Related
Notable European
Descent
Political/Economic Institutions Notable European Colonists to Camden's Property History Political/Economic Institutions Noteworth Places and Locations

Don Luis

Cockacoeske

Frank Speck
Morraticund
Mosco

Necotowance
Captain Otho Nelson
"Old Bob" Nelson
Otho S. Nelson
Susan B. Nelson

Opechancanough
Pattanochus

G. Anne Richardson

Towerozen
Wahunsenaca

Pamunkey Pottery School

Pamunkey Pottery Guild
Powhatan Chiefdom

Edmund Andros
Nathaniel Bacon
Richard Bennett

Monacan Chiefdom

William Berkeley

Robert Beverley II
George Brent
Leonard Calvert
John Catlett
William Clairborne
Henry Chicheley
James Coghill
William Durant
Moore Fauntleroy
Henry Fleet
John Fontaine
Vincente Gonzales
Thomas Goodrich
Daniel Gookin II
Edward Hill I
John Hull
Anthony Jackman
Edmund Jennings
Thomas Kendall
John Lomax
Thomas Lucas
Thomas Lunsford
Juan Menendez Marquez
John Martin
George Mason
George Percy
Francis Poythress
John Prosser
Thomas Robinson
John Rolfe
John Rowley
John Smith
Lawrence Smith
Robert Smith
Nicholas Spencer
Alexander Spotswood
William Strachey
John Taliaferro
William Underwood
John Weir
Thomas West
James Williamson
Ralph Wormley I
Ralph Wormeley II
John Wright

Robert Beverley II
Gawin Corbin
Durand de Dauphine
John Fontaine
John Lomax
Thomas Lomax
Katherin Lunsford
Thomas Lunsford
Charles Pratt
John Pratt
John B. Pratt
Richard T. Pratt
William C. Pratt
John Taliaferro
Elizabeth Wormeley
Katherine Wormeley
Ralph Wormeley II

Spanish Jesuits
Virginia Grand Assembly
Virginia Governor's Council
Virginia House of Burgesses
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Ajacan
Beverley Park
Camden
Chesapeake (Bay region)
Coastal Plain
Corrotoman River
Dragon Swamp
Essex County (including Protobago and Richmond Counties)
Goldenvale Creek
Indian Neck
James River
Jamestown
King and Queen County
Kiskiak/Kiskiack
Mangecommunnkson
Mattaponi River
Middle Peninsula (VA)
Milbeck/Cat Point Creek
Mill Creek
Morraticon/Lancaster Creek
Nansemond River
Nanzatico Bay
New Kent County
Northern Neck (VA)
Peumansend Creek
Piankatank River
Piedmont
Piscataway Creek
Portobago Bay
Potomac Creek
Potomac River
Puritan Bay (VA)
Rappahannock River
Richmond
Roanoke
Topahanocke (Rappahannock River)
Werowocomoco
Western Shore (Maryland)
Williamsburg
York River

Notworthy Indigenous
Vocabulary
Virginia "Block Times"

Algonquian
Siouxan
weroance/weroansqua
yihakan

Paleoindians 15000-8000 B.C.
Early Archaic 8000-6000 B.C.
Middle Archaic 6000-2500 B.C.
Late Archaic 2500-1200 B.C.
Earl Woodland 1200-500 B.C.
Middle Woodland 500 B.C.-900 A,D,
Late Woodland 900-1500 A.D.
Protohistoric Era 1500-1607 A.D.
Contact 1607-1646 A.D.
Post-Contact 1646 -~1720 A.D.

Appendix C
Chapter 1

Figure 1: Camden, VA.
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Figure 2: Archaeological Sites present at Camden, VA.
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Figure 3: Plan map of MacCord’s (1969) excavations at Camden, VA.
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Chapter 4

Figure 1: Google Earth Image of Important places mentioned throughout Chapter
4.

Figure 2: “Ye King of Potomick” Peace Medallion.

Figure 3: “Ye King of Machotick” Peace Medallion
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Chapter 5

Figure 1: Proposed Project Area
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Figure 2: 2017 Phase I/STP Grid
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Figure 3: Kernel Density analysis of ceramic artifacts recovered during 2017.
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Figure 4: Kernel Density analysis of lithic artifacts recovered during 2017.
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Figure 5: Kernel Density analysis of all artifacts recovered during 2017.
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Figure 6: Proposed 2018 Project Area
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Figure 7: 2018 Excavation grid imposed onto the 2018 Project Area.
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Figure 8: Coded STP Grid for 2018 Project Area
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Figure 9: Trench subdivisions within each test unit.
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Figure 10: Proportional Comparison of House #1 and House #2 Ceramic
Artifacts.
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Figure 11: Proportional Comparison of House #1 and House #2 Ceramic Artifacts
(Unidentified specimens removed)
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Figure 12: Proportional Comparison of House #1 and House #2 Lithic Artifacts
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Figure 13: Proportional Comparison of House #1 and House #2 Lithic Artifacts
(Unidentified specimens removed)
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Artifacts Excavated in 2018
Core Fragment
Primary Flake
Secondary Flake
Tertiary Flake
Pressure Flake
Debitage/Shatter
Preform/Unfinished Stone Tool
Calvert
Guilford Round Base
Guilford Concave Base
Savannah River
Unidentified Projectile Point
Scraper
Hammerstone
Fire Cracked Rock
Pebble/Cobble
Other
Unidentified Lithic Artifact

2018 Counts MacCord Counts
9
17
42
0
248
14
598
17
169
0
398
23
19
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
3
0
4
10
3
3
1
2
31
0
2
0
13
5
9
7

TOTAL
TOTAL (EXCLUDING UNIDENTIFIABLE SPECIMENS)

Figure 14: Lithic Artifacts excavated in 2018
Artifacts Excavated in 2018
Accokeek
Nomini
Rappahannock Fabric-Impressed
Rappahannock Incised
Townsend
Potomac Creek (Plain)
Yeocomico
Gaston
Camden
Ceramic Waster
Unidentified Native-produced Ceramic
Chesapeake Lead Glazed Coarse Earthenware (Challis Type)
Tin-Enamelled Coarse Earthenware
Rhenish Blue and Grey
Unidentified European-produced Ceramic
Bead
Spoon
Daub

TOTAL
TOTAL (EXCLUDING UNIDENTIFIABLE SPECIMENS)

98
91

2018 Counts MacCord Counts
1
0
11
0
4
0
4
0
0
6
488
7151
2
4
2
0
25
85
2
0
169
23
1
0
1
17
0
2
1
15
2
1
0
1
8
0

Figure 15: Ceramic Artifacts excavated in 2018
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1552
1543

721
551

7305
7267

Artifacts Excavated in 2018
Bog Iron
Unidentified Iron Fragment
Metal Bar
Bracelet (Copper)
Buckle (Copper)
Chain Link (Iron)
Coin (Spanish Real)
File (Iron)
Firearm Parts (Iron)
Hardware (Copper)
Hinge (Iron)
Knife (Iron)
Ornament (Copper)
Pin (Iron)
Ring (Iron)
Shot (Lead)
Strip (Lead, Iron, and Copper)
Wire (Iron + Copper)
Scrap/Waste (Lead + Iron)
Unidentified Metal (Iron + Copper)
Figure 16: Metal Artifacts excavated in 2018

2018 CountMacCord Counts
6
0
17
16
0
1
0
2
0
1
0
2
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
5
0
3
0
2
0
1
0
1
0
4
0
2
0
2
0
22

Artifacts Excavated in 2018
Shark Tooth
Deer Tooth (Modern Disturbance)
Crab Shell Fragment
Oyster Shell Bead
Oyster Shell Fragment
Unidentified Mollusk Shell Fragment

2018 Counts MacCord Counts
0
3
0
1
0
17
0
5
14
0
1
0

TOTAL
Figure 17: Organic Artifacts excavated in 2018
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15

26

Tobacco Pipes Excavated in 2018 2018 Counts MacCord Counts
>10/64 in.
0
1
10/64 in.
0
3
9/64 in.
0
2
8/64 in.
1
4
7/64 in.
1
6
6/64 in.
0
3
5/64 in.
0
1
Unidentified Pipe Stems
0
9
TOTAL
2
Figure 18: Tobacco Pipes excavated in 2018

Figure 19: Digitized Profile of TU 58 South Wall.
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29

Figure 20: Image of a post mold archaeological feature. Courtesy of Jamestown
Rediscovery.

Figure 21: Image of Indigenous post molds at Great Neck (44VB7)
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Figure 22: MacCord (1969) Site Map of House #1. Results Kernel Density
Analysis of glass artifacts.
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Figure 23: MacCord (1969) Site Map of House #1. Results of Kernel Density
Analysis of glass artifacts.
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Figure 24: MacCord (1969) Site Map of House #1. Results of Kernel Density
Analysis of iron nail artifacts.
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Figure 25: MacCord (1969) Site Map of House #1. Results of second Kernel
Density Analysis of iron nail artifacts.
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Figure 26: House #2 Archaeological Footprint
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Figure 27: Vessel Diameter measurement tool created in ArcGIS.
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Figure 28: Box Plot of House #1 Ceramic Rim Sherd Diameter measurements.

Figure 29: Box Plot of House #2 Ceramic Rim Sherd Diameter measurements.
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Ceramic_Diame Mean
ter
95% Confidence
Interval for Mean

Lower
Bound
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Bound

5% Trimmed Mean
Median
Variance
Std. Deviation
Minimum
Maximum
Range
Interquartile Range
Skewness
Kurtosis

Statistic
16.1029
15.6046

Std.
Error
.25340

16.6012
15.7812
15.2400
23.438
4.84128
7.62
30.48
22.86
5.08
.979
.870

Figure 30: Descriptive Statistics for House #1 Ceramic Assemblage.
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Ceramic_Diame Mean
ter
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Interval for Mean
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Bound
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5% Trimmed Mean
Median
Variance
Std. Deviation
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Maximum
Range
Interquartile Range
Skewness
Kurtosis

Std.
Statistic
Error
14.4145 1.35184
11.5851
17.2439
14.1817
11.4300
36.549
6.04559
7.62
25.40
17.78
10.48
.750
-.951

Figure 31: Descriptive Statistics for House #2 Ceramic Assemblage.
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.512
.992

Figure 32: Box Plot of House #1-a Ceramic Sample.
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Figure 33: Descriptive Statistics for House #2-a Sample
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.536
1.038

Figure 34: Box Plot of House #2-a Ceramic Sample.
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Group Statistics
House
Ceramic_Diamet House1
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Ceramic_D Equal
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Std.
Std. Error
N
Mean
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Mean
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.25340
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Independent Samples Test
Levene's Test for
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t-test for Equality of Means
Std.
95% Confidence
Mean
Error
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Sig. (2- Differen Differen
Difference
F
Sig.
t
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tailed)
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.552 2.485 381
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2

Figure 36: Results of Independent Samples T-Test.
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